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K't
"CHAPTER I

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations have been derived from

the findings of this study. The supporting evidence,and3i

, ,more extensive rationale for these recommendations are con-

tained in the text.

A. General Program Planning and Coordination

1. The _independent colleges and universities in Illinois

provide%ignificant public services and deserve full

recognition as an integral element of the total higher

educational system. ,To a significant extent this has .

already been accomplished by existing programs of state

support. However, more complete integration of public

and nonpublic higher education should be accomplished

thiough the greater involvement of -the nonpublic sector

in program planning and coordination in future years:. ,

2. The greatest-danger to the continuing viability of the

nonpublic sector is the potential, erosion of its enrollment

base as highereducation enrollments ln Illinois stabilize

and, perhaps, decline in the coming decade. An under-

standable response of public institutions to declining

or stable enrollments is to seek additional students

by developilg new programs and/or offering instruction.

at new locations. However, such program expansion

should not be permitted where it would duplicate services

offered by nonpublic institutions. Such duplication

would require unnecessary public expenditures and would

threaten unnecessarily the financial stability and in

some cases the survival of nonpublic institutions.

-1-
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3. Toward these ends, more formal mechanisms for communi-

cating the program plans and resources of nonpublic

institutions to the Hoard of Higher Education should bed'
r

developed. These should be used to help assure that new

programs, in the publicsaWnonpublic sector do not'un-
.,

necessarily duplicate other programs in either sector and

that existing programs most effectively utilize the public

resources supplied to them.

H. The Illinois State Scholarship Commission

1. The Illinois State Scholarship Commission (IS C) should .

continue to be the principal vehicle of stdie support O.

for independent colleges and universities. It provides

funds in a manner which substantially re4ces the cost

difference of attending a private rather than a public

linstitution, it provides assistance in proportion to

financial need, and it offers the least threat to the

. independence of the nonpublic sector.

2. The maximum award of the Illinois State Scholarship

Commission should increase as, inflation forces increases

in costs and tuitions, but it should not be set at a

level that would provide incentives for unnecessary in-

creases in tuitions at some institutions. An increase

to $1,00 for FYI976 as recommended by the Hoard of

Higher Education meets these objectives. In fUture

years increases should occur to maintain the maximum

award at a level close to 65% of ths weighted average

tuition in private institutions.
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3. Greater flexibility is needed in the administration of

ISSC awards tp part-time students and in the awarding

of grants to the specific level of need_calculated.

The ISSC should explore every feasible means of accomplish-
!

ing these objectives.

C. :itLciaLLkssistazThe---oisFirtceAct

1.' The Illinois Financial Assistance Act should be continued

as a direct grant supplement to state assistance thidugh

the ISSC. This program has played an important role in

improving educational programi in the nonpublic sector.

2. Direct grants should continue to be based upon the under-

graduat7dEibrollment of Illinois residents, but grants.-
,

should be based on full-time equivalent enrollment rather

than the enrollment of full-time students.

. The amount of funds provided through direct state grants

has not increased in proportion with inflationary growth

during the period FY1972 through FY1975. Thezhange in
4 '
the formula recommended above and the forMula modification

passed in 1974 by the General Assembly would require

approxiMately $8.0 million for FY1977. An increase on

this scale is clearly warrantedby increases in costs

since FY1972. In slibsequent years the revel of in-.

dividual grants should be termitted to increase in

recognition of inflationary cost increases so that this,

program continues to support a relatively constant pro-

portion of private college and university'expen4tures:

6
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I '

°D. Graduate Education

One of the greatest assets of the nonpublic sector in

'Illinois is the strength of graduate education and research

in the private universities. bile an extensive review of

graduate edudation was beyond the scope of this study, there is

4 clear need for a study which focuses upon gradUate education

in'Illinois. Such a study shbuld consider the implications

of national manpower and enrollment projections for Illinois

institutions,. the impact of federal policies upon' research

and graduate training, and the strengths and weaknesses of

- graduate programs in both public and private universities.

The objective of this study should be to ascertain the state

policies required to assure that: 1) The quality of graduate

education, in Illinois is maintained. and 2) State policies

work to achieve the highest possible benefit from the invest-

ment of public funds in graduate education.

E. The Problem 8f Financially Troubled Institutions

Although do the whole nonpublic institutions in Illinois

have been able to adjust to stablized enrollments and in-

creasing costs, eight four-year colleges and one two-year

institution appear to be having significant financial diffi-

culties. Four of these institutions show balanced budgets in

FY1914 or have significant reserves, but the only reason for

optimism concerning the future of the remaining five institutions

is the commitment of the religious groups sponsoring them.

7



State assistane through ISSC and the direct grant program

would have to be increased to levels far above the needs of

the nonpublic sector as a whole in order to solve the financial

difficulties of these institutions. The solution to the.

_specific problems of these institutions mist rest primarily

in the colleges themselves.

This is not to say, however, that government has no role

to play in solving the financtil problems of these colleges
-7

or that the situation is hopeless. The difficulties of these

institutions seem to be rooted in enrollment declines brought

he-decreasing -raditiorralliberal arts)

curricula and in too low student facultT ratios. Contractual

arrangements with public institutions_ have significantly

assisted other liberal arts colleges in this dilema. 'Other

programs involving contracts with governmental units shouldtbe

explored, and every effort should be' made to modify programs

and curricula in ways that3 will improve efficiency and attract

students. While the possibility remains that some of these'

institutions may not be able to make the adjustments necessary

for survival, it should be possible for most of them to_re-,

cover financial stability within the framework of existing

State programs.

8
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CRAPTER,II'

INTRODUCTION'

0

A. The Need For A Study OfUonpublic Righer Education"

In 1968 Governor Kerner appointed the Commission to Study

Nonpublic Higher, Education, (popularly the MCConneill Commission)

pursuant to a"repolution Of the General Assembly. The Com-

mission's report, released in 1969, tffi2mad the importance of

the nonpublic sector to the people of Illihois andourged the

' State:

To establish direct grants,to private institutions;

2. To establish a bonding_authority-to facilitate the .

o

financing of capital improvements;

3. To establish contracts for services between the'state

And private institutions;

4. To support programs of interinstitutional cooperation;

5.. To expand the state scholarship and grant program;

6. To establish a management\advisory service; and

7. To increase coordination of and cooperation between the

public and nonpublic sectors.

During the past five years.most of the programs recommended

-,-----; _by the-!plc; o,nnell Commitsion have been implemented, although the '

General Aisembly has not in every case provided funding at the

levels proposed by the Commission. In part because the passage

of time has provided opportunity, to test the impact of these

recommendations,and in part because the environment of all

higher education has changed significantly since 1970, the

-
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:

Board of. Higher Educatig4 made the'gtudy of nonpublic higher'

education a major top of'consideriti(in for Master Plan -

Phase rt.

The questions which pr9vided the -framework of this study

include:
A

1. What iS he current finicial condition of Illinois'

indepedent colleges and Universities? What changes

have ocdurred in the past five years, and what are the

prospects for the immediate future?

2.
0

Have independent colleges and universities been able to
4

maintain.or *prove quality in the past five years?

What are specific areas of strength or weakne ?

2. What has been the impact of state programs td assist non-
7

public institutions? Shoiald they-be madifie or ex-

panded? if s,'what changes should be made

4. What conditions are necessary to preserve a strong non-

public sector in Illinois higher edudation?er---____

5. What are the implications of enrollment` and econotic

trends for independent colleges and universities? What

is required to assure that the nonpublic Sector is able

to continue to provide a high level of service to thel

Aople of Illinois?

Each of these questions will_be discussed in subsequent
)

sections of this report. Before turning to hese specific

issues, however, a brief discussion of the ,role of nonpublic

institutions in the total structure of Illinois higher

10
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education'seems appropriate. The importanbe of this role

relates to both the need for this study and the significance

of its findings.

B; "Independent" vs. "Public's' Hi her.EdUCation

Any effort to distinguish sharply between public and in-

similarities. Both sectors provide educational services to

the public, both sectors are subsidized by governmeap, both.
M.

sectors erdise academia freedom and-substantial autonomy,

and both\sectors are held accountable by lay goveinfng boards--

and to certain laws established by elected governmental

officials. Although certain, modes of.education'occur pre-

dominately inane sector or,the other, both sectors contain

liberal arts colleges, vocational schools, large universities,
T

and research centers of .the highest caliber. Its-only' differ-

ence which occurs uniformly is'that the authority for'governing

independent
1
institutions is vented in nonpuhiie-boSrds while

puhlic.institutions are governd by electedhoardsor boards
/

appointed by elected officials'.

_Despite these similarities, netl,her pdlic institutions

nor private institutions are capable of providing the full
4

1 For the reasons listed-above neither "independent", -"private",
nor "nonpublic" is a wholly. satisfactory adjective to dip- 1

tinguish "independent" institutions from publicly controlled
institutions,. In this report all three terms a sed
chingAbly to refer to non7profit higher educatio 1 in-
stit4tions governed by privately appointed boards f trustees.



have served minority .grbups, increased the supply of health

professionals,. and provided valuable research and consulting
,

functions for government, business, and industry. While colt,-

-7

.

range og services provided by both sectors together. In-

stitutions in both sectors have years of experience in develop-

ing programs to serve the specific needs,of their constituents.

Public and nonpublic institutions, have %tended educational

opportunities` and served the particular educational needs of

various regions of the state. Public and nonpublic institutions
4

.tributing to these objecti es, nonpublic colleges have :also

provided unique programsA.n the liberal arts and other areas

and offered services to religious and cultural groupsmhich

are not duplicated in the publiC sector. Togeitiet both sectors --

_,

provide educatinal opportunities to the publ c more diverse

and more comprehensive than either'Sactor could provide Alone.,

For these treasons, it is not fully appropriate to speak of

independent vs,,public higher education. T diversity which
.

is found within the totality.of the dual sysrem provides'

-important-benefits to the people of Illinoii both sectors 'must

f^01: 4.4 remain vihble in order to preserve. the range of services 'pro- \

vided.. Along list of the particular contra utions of Illinois

independent colleges and could easily be compiled

for a retort such as this, but a detailed 1 st is not necessary
4 -7

to demonstrate -'the importance of priVate hi her educatipn's

contribution to the people of Illinois, It is sufficient to

mention that the alumni of private institutions have.dis-

/

tinguished themselves in, government, busin ss, and the



prOfessions, that'private institutions enroll..- nearly 100,000
4

-full-time equivalent students and award approximately 27,000

degrees annually, that priyat institutions contribute signi-

ficaa ntly- cultural-anclecivic affairs in many,Illinois

communities, and that the hundreds of millions of dollars

spent for private higher education Contribute significantly

to the economic life of the state.

Table. II.1 dispi4k* summary of data fc all Illinois higher
. .

education which demonstrate the scale and significance of

the nonpublic sector.` This tai reveals that in 1974

private institutions awarded one-third of the bachelor's

degrees_, two - fifths, of the masters degrees, one-half of the

'41octoral degrees, and three-aurths.of the professional de-
,

grees awarded in Illinois. Clearly it is in the best ed-

ucational an economic Lite ,14ts. of the people of Illinois

to provide 'aclegtate support t:_preserve the vitality of non-
_

public as well as-public institutions of higher education;

Two-Tiotations from the McConnell Commission report still

serve go emphasize the'unity of the dual system. David D.

Henry;:then President of the University of Illinois commented:

`."Over. and above the divisiveness that some would create,
I believe profoundly and always have, all of my pro-
fessional life that no state can have a strong system of
higher education unless all of its parts are bound to-

. gether.. There is a unity in the welfare of higher
_education that will not tolerate any segment to be weak
and, another strong, particularly as we look to the future
of our institutions.and the critiaal,problems in connec-
,tionwith finance. We must find ways and means of
strengthening all institutions."

13
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Talman Van Arsdale, Jr., then Presidedt of Bradley Uni-

versity and the Federation of Independent Illinois Colleges

and Universities observed: --

"There is no evident divisiveness between public and non-
public higher educatioh in Illinois, nor should there be.
Institutions comprising each of these sectors are, and
must continue to be, integral parts of the system of
higher edupation in our State: To impair either or both
would be to impair-the future of our citizens and the pros-
perity of the-State. Working, together, the public and
uOnpublicinstitutions will continue to be institutioUs of
progressively better quality and, above all, the resources
for making Illinois a major contributor to the welfare' of
the nation."

15.
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CHAPTER /II

THE FINANCIAL CONDITION OF NONPUBLIC
INSTITUTIONS OF HIGE EDUCA*ON

The financial health of a college or university cannot

be assessed-terelyby-tcanhiftg-the balance sheet, however'

important the current fund balance may be. Cheit (1973 and 1971),

Sniynn(1974) ", and others have appropriately called attention to

the dangers of quality erosion even when an institution is able
.

to maintain a balanced budget'. An institution with severe finan-

cial Problems may achieve a budgetary balance at the expense of

_reducing the quality of instruction, physical plant maintenance;

or instructional facilities. Therefore, while this portion of

thereport will concentrate on an analysis of both the net

operating balances experienced by Illinois private institutions

and their nongovernmental sources of revenue, the following

chapter will examine expenditure pattets over time and various

indicators of quality in order to determine the extent to whiCh

financial constraints may have caused institutions to sacrifice

quality for the sake of short-term solvency.

A.- Operating Balances, FY1970 to FY1974

One of the major conclusions of the McConnell Commission
.

Report was "most Private institutions face the prospect of

debilitating deficits within a very few years." The Com-

mission recommended increased state assistance to private

higher education in order'to avert such'deficits. An analysis

{of financial reports for fiical,years 1970 through 1974 shows

that deficit spending did occur for the non-public sector as

16
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a whole during fiscal years 1970 to 1971 but the trend tey

versed in fiscal year 1972.

Table III.1 displays Educational and General Revenues and

Expenditures, Current Fund Revenues and Expenditures, and fund

balances for nonpublic institutions during this five' year

-period.'

It is apparent from this table that on the whole the non-

public sector in Illinois has been able to maintain a balanced

budget during the past five fiscal years. Lqsses sustained

during the early years of this period bresbOn recouped, and
.,d

a modest cumulative surplus has been achieved. This finding,

of course, does not reveal the budgetary balances of individual

institutions, nor does it explain whether the modest surplus

was obtained through increased revenues, improved productivity

and cost control, or the sacrifice of.quality or needed

services.

The budgetary balances of individual institutions ob-

`viatsly will-vary considerably from year to year. External

factors affecting financial health have an uneven impact on

different institutions4Pand basically healthy institutions may

vary in their ability to adjust rapidly to changing conditions.
L

1This table and most of the subsequent analysis reported in
this study does not include nonpublic professional schools or
special purpose institutions. The free standing professional
schools were generally not included in this study because they
have been treated separately in other segments of Master Plan-
Phase IT. Special purpose institutions-were included, but
since the data pertaining to these institutions are often in-
complete they are not included in most reports. Appendix A
contains' a list of .,all nonpublic institutions by category.

i7
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For the'se reasons, looking at individual years sepatately can-

not provide a full view of an institution's financial stability.

Table 111.2 shows the fund balances for FY1974 and the cumulative

balances (FY1970-FY1974) of individdal institutions in both

total current funds and the educational and general category.

This table reveals that balanced budgets are unevenly distributed

through the nonpublic sector. Some-institutions have not re-*

covered completely from earliet deficits, and others_are cori-

tinUing to experience deficits., While the bulk of the

indepeiident colleges and universities seem to be holding their

own, there is'sufficiexit evidencq.of financial distress in

some institutions to warrant concern for their continued

viability. Institutions with a cumufative deficilt over the

five year' period which exceedi ficie percent of their FY1974
1

revenues (an average deficit of more than 1% year) will

receive particular attention throughout the remaining portions

of this study. Eight four-year colleges and One two-year

college meet this criterion of financial difficulty. One of

these nine had a substantial surplus in FY1974 and one'haCi a

balanced budget in FY1974, but the remaining seven showed

deficits in FY1974.

B. Sources of Revenue, FY1970 to FY1974

Table 111.3 reveals the. major sources of educational and,
general revenues for nonpublic institutions as a whole during

the past five yeari. Tuition is the principal source of

revenue for virtually all four-year,and two-year colleges, a

i9
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fact which is confirmed by the datd reported in Table 111.3.

, Tuition similarly accounts fOr morejthan.half the revenues of

most nonpublic universities, but the revenues from sponsored

-research and endowment funds at Northwestern University, the

Illinois Institute of Technology (IIT) and the-Universityof

Chicago distort the data in that category.

Over time revenue growth has been reasonably stable in

each categoryv'but there have been/some changes worth mention-

ing. (It' would be stretching t e evidence to call any of these
y

,changes "trends".) Tuition has contributed close to 70% of the

revenue for foUr=year colleges over the entire period, but its

share of all revenues has declined in two-year institutions and

increased in the universities. In both casese.t4 effect may

be attributed to changes in large institutions wha ih dominate

their respective categories. ,The growth in the proportion of

revenue from tuition for FY1974 in private universities is,

primarily an illusisa created by a shift in the'accounting of

$47 million in hospital revenues at the University of Chicago.

If that amount is included in the FY1974 Education and General

Revenues, tuition accounts for '39.7% in FY1974, much as it did

in earlier years.

search revenues in

A decline of $11 million in sponsored re-

private institutions also Contraiuted.to
A -

the growth of tuition's percentage share. Similarly, the

decrease in.the proportion of tuition revenue-in two-year

institutions is largely attributable to the growth of non-

tuition revenues at the largest two-year institution/ Central

YMCA Community College.



Revenue from private gifts during this period has in-
.

creased in four-year college!, but gift revenue seems to

fluctuate somewhat from year to year. In the private

versitie ggre4ated gift income for current operations

decreased $2.6 million from FY1970 to FY1974. During this

same period, 'endowment inco16,far current operations grew

$9.7 million. These apparent changes may be caused primarily

by shrifts in the investment management policies of the .

University of Chicago and Northwestern University r her than

a fundamental shift in the availability of private ft

revenue. Endowment revenues will be considered at. greater,

length in's later portion of the report.
.

Direct grants ;rem both the State and the federal govern-

went accounted for an increasing though still small share of
17

insjlitutional revenues during this period. In both State and

f deral programs of assistance to nonpublic institution!

subsidies via students have grown more than direct grant pro-

grams. State governmental programs of aisistance.to non-
,

public institutions inIllinois will be discussed at length in

Chapter V.

Sponsored research and other sponsored programs account

for a significant portion Of the revenues ofprivate uni-

versities and (due to Central YMCA Community College) two-year.

institutions. The decline in sponsored research funds at the

major prAvate universities in FY1974 is consistent with a

"national trend affecting most research institutions. To an

C
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0

extent these "self-su porting" sponsored programs contribute
0

to the financial support of graduate stud's and to the°

diversity quality, and size of, academic, departments. At

this juncture, however, this seeis to Se a national, rather

than a state policy issue.

C. The Role of Tuition Charges and the°Illinois State
Scholarihi0 Commifsion

The role -Of tuition charges in the financing of higher,Ors

ucationhai-received widespread attention both nationally and i

in Illinois. The importance Of tuition charges ifi the 'revenue

stream'of Illinois' nonpublic institutions and.the,importance

pf tuitiorAs a policy issue in its own right warrant more than

passing attention.

Three issues lie at the-center of the debate over tuition:
9,

1.. What portion of the cost of higher education should be

borne by the student and his family and what portion
.

should come from society at large?
.

2. If there is to be a public '"contribution" to higher Ad-

ucationr in what form should the subsidy-be provided?

3. To. what exteht should the price to the ethident be'equal-

ized among various' institutions and types of institutions?

The complexity of these straight-forward questions is readily
o

apparent from a brief review of the literature on tuition.

(Riper Education: Who Pays? Who Benefits? Who Should Pay? '4

Carnegie, Commission,, McGraw .dill, 1973; The Management and

Financing of Colleges, Committee for Economic Development,

1973; and other references listed in the above books.)
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.F/11-cost, zero - tuition, and partial cost plaps iiiVe-beeri

'-'proposed, as Well as direct Appropilationp*Ogrami, student

loan programs, and 'various voucher programs. Although most,

agree in principle that students 'should have at least\relative

Areedom from'price considerations when choosing A spec ific
I

. college, agreement' on a ipecific-plan to accompl sh that 04.

..* /0 jective is not so easily obtainectv ..

/

The.Illinnis hoard of Higher Education's Committee 41
.

. .
, 4-

TliitimandftOther Student Costs'aealtat lengihyith-tfiese.,

quistions as'they pertain to.'public universi#ies% Th

Committee.re-afiirmed the Illinois Board of Eigher Education ...

policy that undergraduite tuitinn Charges in public universities
.... .

.

be set at one-third of iniqructional cost. Since c rent
. .

Is.

tuition charges .are b'elow,that standard,.the Committee rec-'

ommended a plan forLfully implementing the one -third policy by

:1980. As an important part of their proposal/ the Committee_

rec9mme4ded increased financial aid for the!needir_stidents to

offset the higher tuition charges.

It. seems more srOaUctive in this study'to focus ItrictlY.
.

.-on tuition charges at private institutions and the relation-

ship between tuition in both sectors, rather than repeating
.

that Committee's condideration of the broad issues of student

contributions vs. public contribution.,-The central questions

to be cOnsidered here are:

1. What is the extent of the price differential to the

Student between a nonpublic and a public institution?



1'

a

t
' A0

4
9 .

2. What is .the impact of this price 'differential on,

studed* choice?
s f

What is the best means of providing full' opportunity and

the greatest possible freedom of chdice tothe student

4 Among different types of colleges and universities?,

.4. What are the, implications o;t-tuitio4 polibles and tuition

subsidy policies for the financi4 wellabeing of non-

public institutions?

-The price, differential between attending,one institution or

.
anothei can only be assessed by, considering the total cost to

the student less any financial aid he or she may obtain'. Total

student cost consists df tuition and fee charges, living

expenses, and incidental expenses for bdeks and other educational

q .materials. The opportunity costs of income forgone also Ore

"paid" by the student,' but since these are equal in all sectors

they will not to considered here.

Table 111.4 displays the growth in total student cost* and

in tuition alone in Illinois, institutions for PY1970, PY1971,

and FY1975,. This-table shows tfiat prices have risen sharply in

all.sectors during this-period and that total student costs-in

the nonpublic sector are approximately
0

public universities, and $1,700 higher

munity colleges:

Several studies (e.g., A National

$1,400 higher than in

than in public con-

Policy for Private

Higher Education, Association of American Colleges, 1974,

Report and Recommendations of the Sub-Committee on Private

*"Student Cost" is used to denote price to the student not
total operating costs per student.

4^

724-

47



T
a
b
l
e
 
I
t
I
.
4

E
s
t
i
m
a
t
e
d
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
 
P
r
i
c
e
 
t
o
 
t
h
e

S
t
u
d
e
n
t
 
b
y
 
S
e
c
t
o
r
 
f
o
r
 
F
Y
1
9
7
0
,
 
F
Y
1
9
7
1
,
 
a
n
d
 
F
Y
1
9
7
5

P
r
i
v
a
t
e
 
I
n
s
t
i
t
u
t
i
o
n
s

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
 
-
7
1

"
:

1
9
7
4
-
7
5

b
0

tn i
00

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
U
n
i
v
e
r
s
i
t
i
e
s

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

'
0
'

1
9
7
4
-
7
5

P
u
b
l
i
c
 
C
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 
C
o
l
l
e
g
e
s

1
9
6
9
-
7
0

1
9
7
0
-
7
1

1
9
7
4
-
7
5

,
.

,
T
u
i
t
i
o
n
 
a
n
d

F
e
e
s

(
W
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
A
v
e
r
a
g
e
)

. a
O
t
h
e
r

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

C
o
s
t
s

1
5
7
2

1
6
7
5

'

1
7
6
2

(
1
2
.
1
)

1
7
2
5

(
3
.
0
)

2
0
3
3

(
2
9
.
3
)

1
8
6
8

(
1
1
.
5
)

3
4
4

1
6
7
5

4
3
4

(
2
6
.
2
)

1
7
2
5

(
3
.
0
)

6
1
2

7
7
.
9
)

1
8
9
8

(
1
3
.
3
)

1
7
3

1
6
7
5

2
0
1

(
1
6
.
2
)

1
7
2
5

(
3
.
0
)

3
3
1

(
9
1
.
3
)

1
8
5
0

(
1
0
.
5
)

T
o
t
a
l

C
o
l
l
e
g
e

C
o
s
t
s

3
2
4
7

3
4
8
7

(
7
.
4
)

3
9
0
1

(
2
0
.
1
)

2
0
1
9

2
1
5
9

4
6
4
.
9

2
5
1
0
-

(
2
4
.
3
4
-

N
u
m
b
e
r
s
 
i
n
 
(

)
 
r
e
f
l
e
c
t
 
c
u
m
u
l
a
t
i
v
e
 
p
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e
 
i
n
c
r
e
a
s
e
 
f
r
o
m
 
a
 
b
a
s
e
 
y
e
a
r
 
o
f
 
1
:
6
9
-
7
0
.

S
O
U
R
C
E
:

I
l
l
i
n
o
i
s
 
S
t
a
t
e
 
S
c
h
o
l
a
r
s
h
i
p
 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
b
n
 
S
t
a
f
f



0

Colleges and Universities, Illinois General Assembly, 197 4'

have referred to this price differential as the "tuition gap."

Some have argued that in a time of high inflation equal per-
.

centage increases in tuition in the public and private sector.

-will cause the size of the gap in student costs td increase to

the extent that private institutions will lose all ability to

compete with lower priced public institutions. /

While there is a clear need to avoid pricing private in-

stitutions out of effective competition for students, the

"tuition gap" argument must be considered in light of two

,,points often overlooked. First, while equal percentage in-

_

creases for inflationin both sectors, will increase the

absolute size of the difference in total student cost, the

relative cost to the student as a percentage of his or her

family's idersonal income will remain approximately the same

assuming (as is usually the case) personal income is growing"

at the approximate rate of price inflation. For example, a

price differential of $1,400 would equal 7% of a family in-
,

come of $20,000. When an inflationary rate of 10% is applied

to the cost of attending a public institution and a private

institution the price differential increases to $1,540. But

when the same 10% inflationary rate is applied to personal

income, the $1,540 price differential still equals 7% of

the annual family income.

The second point which is important to,a full understand-
-

ing of the price differential issue is the amount of financial

49
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aid whichwhich is available to lower the effective price of ed-

ucation to the student. While the central function of the

Illinois State Scholarship program is clearly to aid needy

?"77
-----____students, an important ancillary function,of ISSC awards and

other-student aid programs is to reduce the effective price

differential between public and nonpublic institutions. While

there has been some variince_from year to year, the Illinois

State Scholarship Commission has attempted to set the maximum

ISSC tuition grant at a level equaling 65% of the weighted

,average tuition at private institutions. This level ($1,350

lor,FY1975 and recommended at $1,500 for FY1976) is signifi-

cantly higher than tuition charges at public institutions.

Consequently, students in nonpublic institutions receive,60%

of the total grant budget, even though they account for only

40% bf the total number of awards.

The data on'Tables 111.5, 111.6, and '11147 help provide
I

perspective on the effect of:Illinois State Scholarship

Comm ssion awards upon the price differential between,public

and' onpublic institutions: Table 111.5 shows the number

and p rcantage of award applicants and winners when compared

to th total undergraduate FTE enrollment and the FTE

enrol ent of Illinois residents. The average ISSC award for

FY197 to students in nonpublic senior institutions was $1,167

and tAe average,award.to students in two-year institutions was

$841.

30
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Table 111.5

ISSC Application and Award Data

for Nonpublic-Institutions*
in Illinois 1974-75

Total Undergraduate FTE
Enrollent

Illinois Resident Undergraduate

PTE Enrollment
14 of Total FTE

Number of ISSC Applicants

% of Illinois Residents FTE

Number of ISSC Awardees

% of illinois Residents FTE

% of Applicants

Mean Family Income of Applicants:

2-Year Colleges
Senior Institutions

Mean Family Incoitie of Awardees: -

;-Year Colleges
Senior Institutions

Mean Family Income of Applicants
Without Financial Need:

2-Year Colleges
Senior Institutions

*Excludes Schools of Nursing and Professional Schools

SOURCES: ISSC Annual Report, April 1975

I8HE Files for Illinois Residents Enrolled

(E) Estimated

31
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70,223

52:378 (10-

(74.6%)

39,380

(75.2%)

34,723 .

(6t.3%)

(88.2%)

\ ,$13,381
$16,211

$11,865
$14,871

$22,911
$24,024



a

Table 111.6-contains significant data concerning the

family income of ISSC applicants and award winners in public

and private institutions.) This table reveals that ISSC

awards significantly reduce theprice of attending a non-

. __0401 _institiition_ for-studentsin -the- middle and -upper

Middle as well as the lower income ranges. Public college

applicants with a family 'income between $15,000 and $16,000

have a 50% chance of.receiving an ISSC Award. Private

college applicants with a family income between $23,000 and,

$24,000 have a 50% chance of receiving an award. Fourteen

percent (14%) Of-all private college applicants had family

incomes over $20,000 and 49%. of-these applicant's received

awards.

Table 111.7 shows the average unmet need for ISSC award

winners in both public and private institutions. The analysis

of "unmet need" takes into account all college costs and all

sources of financial aid: family, ISSC awards, personal in-

come( federal grants and loans, 2 private scholarships, and others.

1While it isnot possible to generalize about. undergraduate
students who did not appl4 for ISSC aid from this table, the
ISSC applicants represent abcut 75% of Illinois resident
undergraduates in private institutions and about 45% of
Illinois resident undergraduates at public universities.

2Federal student aid programs are not a major'focus of this
study, but they play a significant role in helping students
meet non-tuition costs in both public and nonpublic in-
stitutions. In FY1974 federal student assistance programs
provided over $29.5 million to students in the nonpublic
institutions responding to the questionnaire used in this
study. Federal sources, partiqularly the basic grant pro-
gram, should continue to be the major source of aid for
non-tuition expenses. Appendix C contains a detailed
summary of federally funded student aid.
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I.

_Table 111.7

Announced ISSC Award Winners,' Mean Unmet Costs
BY Tyne Instittitl6n.

19'71-72 ,. 197-74 1974-75'

Public Cpmmunity $ 791 $ 904 $ 880

Public Senior $ 697- $ 696 $ 664

Private Junior $ 896 $ 819 $ 7,90

Private Senior $ 855 . $878 . $ 881
1

Professional $ 894 $ 812 $ 790

SOURCE: ISSC Report; April 1975



The "unmet need" is the portion of college costs not cdvered by

the students personal resources and financial aid. Since is

table includes only announced award winners it does not reflec

the price differential between public and nonpublic institutions

'for students without financial need. However, as shown onTable

111.5, two thirds ofthe FTE Illinois residents attending non-

public institutions qualify for financial assistance through

,ISSC. For needy students the average price gap between public-
.,

and nonpublic senior

$150 to $200, rather

,institutions has'ringed froi approximately

than the $1,400 found when the gap is not

adjusted foravailable finShdial aid. .

' Table 111.8 shows the portion of total tuition revenues
/-

supported by ISSC at nonpublic institutions over the period

1970 to 1974!* This table shows that the "typical" nonpublic

institution\in Illindis receives.about 20% of its tuition

revenues from state government through ISSC. Although tuition

charges haVe 'increased sharply over this-period, the general

trend is for ISSC awards to support an increasing shire of all

tuition revenues at nonpublic institutions.

Although the foregoing demonstrates that in Illinois the

price gap between the cost of attending a public vs. attending a

nonpublic institution is relatively small for students with

financial need, the impact of higher costs on the college choice

of students without financial need must also be assessed. Since--

a number of factors other than'price influence the choice of a

college it is difficult to isolate theeffect4 of price alone.

35
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No,

I

ZNSTZTUMN SANE

Smedley University
DePaul universitY
.111ineis inst. ?ethnology
,111. Westeyan University
Lewis College

N.

Loyola University
Willikie University
Nesthwestorm.UniversitY
Reesevelt University

TA848 333.6

t V

ratussulw 12 NO.NJULIC INITITUTIOS 4f )IQ TO rY1474

ZSSC AWARDS
% Ot 171170

TUITICS

!SSC AWARDS
% Ot tY1971

13=2i...-

21111C AWARDS

'', %or rY1172
3311210

!SSC AWARDS
. % Of 11V1173

Tuzzlow

14.77 14.12 17.30 19.39

11.44 21.71 20.74' 24.4$

12.00 10.116 10.86 10.21 "

20.83 20.47
-

24.32 23;84

21.10 24.04 21.01 30.80

17.13 16.36 16.36 16.31

21.31 21.06 21.00 22.41

1 3.12 3.74 3.88 4.06 '

10.17 11.62 16.33 20.42

ZSICAWARDS
% 1,71974

TUITION

19.11
22,1%

--- 14141_
23:61
31.41
16.28 .

13.11
, 3.11

Oeiversity,of Chicago 1.72 1.62 1.46 1.16 1.

Average Percentage for
Universities , 1.A.11 ALJML UM.

leans College 21.14 24.66 24.11' i
era College ,_. 41147 22.34 23.12

Aerie College 11.30 20.12 24.66
\ Slookkurn College
\

43.21 41.11 "33.34

Collulild Saint Prencis 27.48 27.31 26.62

% Coluakia Colleen 7.63 14.14 ', 12.96

Ihisceriia teachers College 6.61 1.41 1.16

Elmhurst College 11.11 11.14 11.11

!Osaka College 23.22 24.71 ')`26.??

Oterge Williams collage 14.03 14.73 11.10

Ortenviils College 26.72 26.13 24.46

illipois College 39.34 37.74 31.11

Jetsam College 12.10 14.16 16.38

max 16.18 29.11

Lake. rest College 3.10
,

2.27
"16.93.

2.14

NaiNur ey College 24.11 2448 22.66

AcNeeiree College 24.11 , 26. 1 21.40

Neemosthpollege 9.34 ,12.44 14:04

Nuntelein\Callige 20.21 22.41 21.811

sattesax-61tege et td. 6.11 8.83 1.11

North Central college . 23.62 20:34 22.61

North Park C. a Theol. sem. 12%71 17.13 ' 11.01
Olivet Nazarene College 12.06 12.68 13.12

Quietly College 33.31 36.11 ,'. 34.44

Rockford College -11.44 . 14.12 ,,: 11:68

Rosary College 11.76 18.66

ShlaezCelloge 8.33 . 9.33 10.12

Xi/Laois Senediceine College 37.13 33.21 22.62
Seine Xavier College, 23:81 30.63 26.12
.7:laity Christian college 23.34 21.41 26.66
Tstaity College 11.61 14.12 9.03

Uneaten College 7.01 0. 1.96 4.81

Average Percentage for
boor -Year College, JAA21 ,

Central INCA cmty. College 4.73 8.76
telisian College. 8.12 24.14

xandill cell10 1.63 12.68

Lincoln College 1.11 8.83
NacCorasc College 28.87 41.41

Mallintkrodt College 0.00 0.00
sprtnoielecall.q. in :11. 27.21

Averse* tircencags for
TweYear Colleges

11.44

32,21

26.81 27.43
27.10 26.41
21.11 1740'
34.13 36.33
24.31 24.11
21.16 28.11

9.71
20.77 22.71
30.00 34.27
16.13 17.43
21.36 23.11
32.60 21.24
17.01 20.23
17.41 17.14
4.01 9.07
24.10 21.0
32.17 211.11

17.11 18.10
21.11 21.47
11.41 12.71
23.64 22.20
17.33 14.60
14.73 11.31
37.11 34.11
A3.21
14.21 q 20.0/
11.27
31.72 26.16
30.21 34.00
23.11 29.34. 4

1.11
.1.2$ 4.16

lial 22.06

30.62

17.47
41.61
7.32
2843

1.06 20.46
11.28 21.12
11.13 18.41
$.79 12.32
44.81 43.14
8.10 7.71
36.66 32.11

La 4 22.42 21.07
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r

Family or friendship ties are often vital factors-:influencinT

-c011ege choice, and:geograOhicft.location and the attractions

of a specifiC program may also be influential. These factors'

I.
influence Students to attend both public and nonpublic ih-

atitutionsi.

Table 111.9 shows that during thelrademic years 1970-71

through 1974-75 the full-time equivalent enrollment in both

private colleges and universities and public universities in

Il;inois ohanged less than 1%. Private colleges and uni-

versities decreased 0:3%

universities grew 0.5 %.,

)

over this five year span°and public

These twos sectors apparently, Were.

equally successful in holding enrollment* during this period

The major recipient ofgrowth during this period has been
.,

public community 'colleges, 'but FTE enrollment ..at nonpublic

two-year colleges ,and specialized 'institutions grew 24% ddring

the same period. This fact su4gests that `aerogram rat (than
II

price has attracted much of the neW\enrol ent

The similar enrollment patterns in both the public and
o

nonpublic sector during the pagit five-years-suggest itrongl r_

7 j

that the availability of ISSC tuition subsidies combin d with

other factors such as location and'program attractiveness

have enabled the nonpublic sectorto hold its own 'in
)

compe-

tition for enrollment with public universities.

Despite the relative stability of enrollments in both

sectors, it may still be argued that the price advantage that

public institutions have for students who cannot demonstrate

financial need leads-some of these students to attend public

3 7

-34-
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Alt

institutions who might have attended a private college if the

price were equal. This undoubtedly/occurs to some extent, but

the complexity of the factors influencing college choice makes

it impossible to determine whether it is true to any signifi-

46
cant degree.:

p

Although, maximizing freedom from financial oonsiderations
, ,e-,.

in the choice of a college is aWorthwhile objective,. the

relationship of-this objective to other important\objectiveb.

must be examined. Numsrousnational studies have argued that

students, particularly ptudenta from families with sufficilent"

means, pAy a disproportonately.small share of the cast of

their higher education. In -keeping with this concern the ISIES's

r

Committee olvTuition and Other Student Costs concluded that

tuition costs in public universities should increase frOm a

4:current level of about .22-25%-to one-third of instructional

cost.. The Committee fdither, recormtended that 'a portion of the
.

revenue generated from this increase be a plied to ISSC awards':

based upon!inancial need.

-7--- --To remdve or diminish the condition of financial need

from tuition subsidies in nonpublic institutions would' work in
.

the opposite direction and to some extent, could teduce funds

available to provide maximum opportunity for middle and lower

income 'students withefiriaicial need to participate in higher

education. Freedom of choice and providing sufficient finan-
A.

cial support so that all needy students have an opportunity to
\

attend college are:both important objectives. To a significant

degree the Illinois State SchOlarship Commission program has

-36-
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,,been. able to balance these objectives by increasing the
.:'

maximum award to recognize increasing tuitipn costs in the non-

ppbiic sectorandiky"Channeling,state funds to those, students'.

Who otherwise could not attend college. Since entptimentshave
:---

stabilized in both public'and 'private senior institutionav here

is no compelli argument for diminishing the emp4asis on
. -

financial need in\' estate subsidies provided for tuition in
\,

'.°I

,

nonpublic institutions.

The importance of tuition charges to-the future financial

health of nonpublic institutions is cbviouti. and the importance
, .

of state programs to help students who wish to enroll in non-

Public'institutions meet4.hose costs.in equally obvicIs. It

is impossible to predict piecisbly the future impact of in-

flation on highir.eAuctation. It is almOst certain however, .

that costs and therefore, tilit ohs will continuo to rise. The ,

Illinois State Soholership pro ram has provided opportunities

for students.With financial nee to attend college and has

served ai 'an important means of teducing the price differential

between the public and nonpublic sector of higher education.

As tuitions rise in future pars, the necessary increases in

the ISSC program should be made to assure that both these

objectives are met.
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D. Endowments and Private Giving

Support from private sources is a critical element of the

financial base of many nonpublic institutions. Many independent

institutions receive a substantial poition of their income from

these sources, but the availability of endowment income and

private gift funds is unevenly distributed in the nonpublic
c.0

sector. Earlier Table III.3-revealed the total income from

private sources in the nonpublic sector, Table III.10 did-

plays the endowment of private colleges and universities,

endowment income and gift income for FY1974, endowment and

gift income per full-ftime equivalent student, tuition charges,

and educational expense per FTE student for 1973-74.

The wide variation in' the wealth of nonpublec institutions

seen in this table is clearly responsible fot much of the

variation in programs,,quality of.facilities, tuition charges,

and expenditures per student. However, it is not the only

source of these' differences. Some institutions with significant

ptivate income have below average tuition chargei and costs,

while others all well aboVi average in bo I private income

and per student expenditureS. The extent /of variation

among institutions in the nonpublic sectOr in Illinois makes

I
it extremely difficult to generalize abput either their fin-

ancial well-being or their efficiency And effectiveness.
. ..=.,

A
,- / During the past five-Tears the endowments of most

\

institutions in the nonpublic sector have increased. The

depressed stock market has caused ltbsses in the market value

of investients in some cases, but book value has increased in
. \

;
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TABLE III. 10

ENDOWMENT AU PRIVATE cIrr imcomE. TUITION. AND
EDUCATIONAL EXPENSE PER FTC FY1974-

INNTITVTIOW NAME

FISCAL 1974
ENDOWMENT
400K VALUE

FISCAL 1974
ENDOWMENT

MARKET 'JAL=

FISCAL 1974
'ED is czn REV
ENDO,' /7

FISCAL 1974
ED a GEN REV
fRIVATE Rim

ENDOW 4 GIFT
=ONE
PER/FTE

TUITION
rY 1971

EDUCATIONAL
EXPENSE
PER/FTE

Bradley University 0.351,400 $7,475,400 $386.$6a $466.400 $192.53 $2.180 $2:314.66
DePaul University '$2.616.264 0.943.752 $317.443 540.54 $1,890 $1.7912:72
Illinois Inst. Technology $12.442.929 0.274.811 $231.541 $1.333.720 $344.54 52,200 $2.733.86
211. Agsleyan University $11.20.000 113,132.000 $302.500 $341,204 $410.:7 $2.4580 $3.028.17-
Lewis University '5303.343 $222.294 $103 $594.433 $272.11 $1.450 $2.')'0.84
Loyola University $33.760.732 $31.458.545 $411.714 $2.018.112 $236,07 51.00 $1.952.03-
Millikin University $4.342.855 $3,598.544 2378,036 / $538.054 $621.30 $2.400 $2,666.55
Northwestern 'Iniversit7 $215.444.046 $211.222.783 $6.644.425 45.40371 $969.75 $3.10 54.278.02
Roosevelt Vni44122itY $1.464.000 $1.073.000 $21.000 $737.000 $187.72 51.474 $2.447.50
University of Chicago .$173.084.10 $236,301,740 417,306.171 $4,727,341 $3,001.02 $2.850 57.392.00

Universities Total

$01.615.'447

Total

$516.758.362

Total

$25.587.035

Augustan& College $4.125.871 $4.125.871 $144.504
Aurora College $458.216 2428.572 $15.744
Sava College $304.00 $276.568 $9.369
Blackburn College $4.408.440 $5,727,333 $284.580
Calleg of St. Francis $88.501 $88.01 $1.473
Columbia college
COncordia Teachers college $437.426 0.10.434 $2,218
Elmhurst College $1.134.437 074.00 $22.244
Eureka College $1.524.6$1 51.383.825 $47.145
Geoige Williams College $431.469 5400.774 $13.881
Greenville College - $07,736 2367.736 $21.487
Illinois College $5.344.354 24,600.000 $218.50
Judson College $1.425.046 $1.274.454 ,$52.000
Knox College $10.636.795 $10.248.627 $385.736
Lake Forest coned,. $3.130.144 $3.506.027 $183.442
Macmurray College $4.343.813 $4.343.813 $67.754
McKendree College, $1.574.854 $1.350.945 $57.414
Monmouth dollege--' $4.650.180 $.4.270.162 $234,173
NMndelein College- $688.370 .200.553 $11.018
Nat'l. College Ed.:Main Cam. 21.734.574 .$1.601.403 $78.635
North Central College - $2.538.440 $2.744.443 $25.455
Werth Park C. i Theol. See. 0.240.453 $947.816 $64.10
Olivet Nazarene College 6434,747 $434,747 $5.000

College.Ed. Urban. Cam.
Quincy College $411,261 $7.77.20
Rosary College $831.610 $704,664 $41.443
Shinier College $315.144 2115.344 $4.444
I11. Benedictine College $20.40 2224.585 $9.244
Saint Xavier College $157.515 4145.758
Trinity Christian College 225.672 $25.672 $445
Trinity college $45.504 $82.174
Whgeton $11.443.536 00,360,823 $471.542

,Colleges Total Total Total

Total Average Average, Average

$16.533.444 $629.0 $1,122 51.204.58,

$517.170 $301.12 '$2.05$ $2.138.42
$498,559 $663.07 $1.550 $2.551.84
$302.03 $552.54 $1.400 $1.143.44
$10.845 $80E41 $1.540 $1.468.44
$284.265 $424.14 $1.540 .$2,498.71
$34.504 $42.65 $1.600 8.776.88

$1.462.162 $1.424.98 $B50$2.708.41
2111.565 $87.04 $2.350 $1.411.78
$1$7.744 "548.81 $1.640 22.413.58
$819,952 $975.24 $1,878 $2.483.76
$328.540 $465.46 $1.530 22.432.25
01,80 5384.71 11.500 $2.010.08

$564.404 $1.847.43 $2.256 $3.474.53
$304.784 2665.48 $1.051 $1.690.04
$808.142 $979.11 $1,040 $3.782.23
$306.282 $459.50 $2.550 $2.751.51
$195.879 $484.31 $1.800 $2.415.97
$335.224 $621.42 $2.545 $2,978.44
062,747 $706.25 $1.850 $2.551.73
040.174 2411.48 $2.400 $4.246.64,
$489,643 $433.41 $2.250 $2.764.87
$752.246 $667.02 $1.445 $2.476.52
$552.341 4341.94 $1,300 $1.775.0

$346.0104 $264.30 $1.500 $1,740.61
$673.427 091.90. 21.750 22,604.24'
$402.644 $1.462.54 $2.300 $3.343.03
$386.817 $374.00 $1.800 $2,530.35
$180,174 $177.21 $1.420 $2,230.55
$210,510 $885.75 $1.650 $2,527.93
$307,243 $432.13 $1.430 .

081.40 $663.26 $2.010 $1.064.22

Total Average Average Average

06.195.705 02.941.745 $2.484.767 $13.882.840 2623.70 $14,a1 $2,654.$1

Central YMCA Cmty. College $37.404 $24.112 $8.320 042.517' $246.41 $1.280 $1.554.56
Felician College $271.353 $1. 750.12 $670 $1.542.48
Kendall College $406.634 $406.434 2270.400 $545.54 21.450 $2.174.22
Lincoln College $1.429.058 53.942.041 $241.762 $105.574 $735.82 $1.500 $2.416.02
MacCormac College $65.0/7 $65.077 0.618 $1,774 $38.51 $1.5C0 $1.87409
Mallinckrodt College 00.000 2,036.40 $750
Springfield College in :II. $164 $35,030 218.08 $1.000 $1,314.03

TvO-Year Colleges Total Total Total Total Average Average Average

$2.438.173 $4.4!9,064 $473,868

42
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$3.524.643 $781.67 $1.093 $3.826.02



fs

.

most institutions. Table III.11 shows growth in book value

and market value of endowments during the period FY1970 to.

FY1973. Omthe average private universities increased the

book Value of their endowment 34.2% during this period.

Although the aggregated book value of endowment funds in

private four-year colleges increased 7.8% during these four

. years, a number of in'titutions with small endowments had a

"loss in endowment funds. The "average" four-year college in-
,

creased its endowment book value 4.9% during this period.

The national economic problems of the past year have

undoubtedly forced sine institutions to liquidate capital gains

in order to maintain endowment income, but comparison of

Table fII.11 with'Table III.10 shows a net increase in the book

value of endowment funds between°FY1971 and FY1974 at six of

the-ten universities and at 22 of the 10 private four-yeai

colleges.
'

Two of the nine institutions in-financial difficulty

s.
=13

which, were ideptified earliertllave-relatively substantial

endowments. .In one

been reduced during.
4

institution,,the endcwment.,apparently has
.;

the test few yeirs'eto Cover operating
A

., .

deficits. ''Clearly the repluction,,of.endowbent funds ,cannot

continue indefinitely at these'institutions, but tke avail-
-4 41 -

g

ability of such reserves can proVide time to make the
1 i

- . ,z,

adjpstments necess#ry to restore a balanced operating budget.

None of the xemaining''seven financially troubled in; ,

.

stitutions have substantial, endowments. Tftio 81 these have

V
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r

balanced operating budgets in FY1974, but,the remaining five

do not. Apparently sponsoring religious groups have provided

cushion for these institutions, but there are few other

reasons to be optimistic about their future.

E. Physical Plant Assets

Table 111.12 displays the growth in the physical plant

assets of nonpublic institutions during the five years of

this study. On the whole the data on this table arecon-

sistent with the general financial trends,found in other

Areas. While it is difficult to generalize from the size " -

of theincrease experienced without some comparative base-

line, this table shows that independent colleges and

universities. in Illinois have been able to expand.and renew

their physical facilities at a moderate rate during the

past five years.
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CHAPTER IV

COST'INFLATION AND INDICATORS OF
QUALft IN THE NbNPUBLIC SECTOR

Academic quality is an elusive thing. It has been

measured in many ways, but there is no commonly accepted

standard of quality nor is there a technique for measuring it

whiCh is wholly satisfactory. Despite these limitations it is

importana study such as this to examine quality in the

nonpublic sector in order to determine whether quality hasbeen

compromised by financial pressures. This will be done by

examining the impact of inflation on items of expenditure such

.as faculty salaries, libraries, and physical plant maintenance,

.and various indicators of quality such as student/faculty ratios,

the percentage of faculty holding an earned doctorate, and

measures of student ability. Although it is not possible to

assess whether institutions have attained desirable levels of

quality from analyses such as-these (in some sense no in-

stitution is as good as it would like to be), it will be

possible to gain some perspective on changes in quality in-

dicators during the five years of this study. It will be

possible to determine the' xtent tO'which expenditures have

kept pace with inflation and to examine relative changes in

expenditUre vatierns among nonpublic, and in some cases,

public institutions.

A. The Problem of Inflation

During the past five years the national economy has
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experienced high rates of inflation. Obviously, nonpublic .

institutions have been affected by the inflationary. spiral

along with every other sector of the economy. Utility costs,

supplies, and other non-personnel costs have risen with general

price levels, and salaries for faculty and other staff have

risen in an effort to keep pace with increased living costs.
,

Table IV.l contains four price indices which have been

developed specifically to show the impact of inflation higher-

7education and the GNP Implicit Price Deflator.. The difference

between the higher education indicies and the GNP Implicit

Price Deflator is largely explained by the fact that 654 to

''85% of higher education expenditures are for salarieS which

have risen at a xate greater than the general rate of inflation.

If the Consumers Price Indek were used to deflate salary ex-

penditures, the higher education indicies would probably '

fall betWeen their current level'and the GNP index. Indicies

developed by G. Richard Wynn were used to deflate specific

items of expenditure, and the Consumer's Price Index was used,

to examine the impact of inflation an.faculty 'compensation.

The GNP Implicit Price Deflator was used to adjust total

operating costs for inflation'because it provides a reasonably

good estimate of actual inflation and it was available for the

full five years of the study.

The McConnell Commission identified three areas of

expenditure which they believed should be upgraded in nonpublic

institutions: faculty salaries, library expenditures, and
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physical plant maintenance. These areas will receive par-
.

ticular attention here in order to examine any progress which-
.

may have occurred since that study.

B. Faculty' Compensation
. .,t 4.... ,

,

.
Table IV.2 displays growth in faculty compensation by

,rank for the period 197Q-71 to 1973-74 and the growth in.total-

average faculty compensation for .the period 1969-70 to 1923-74

in nonpublic and public institutions in Illinois. (Com-
o

pensation growth by rank is available only for the four year

period 1970-71 to.1973-74). During the four year period for

which data by rank are reported, AAUP data were used to

calculate an increase in the Consumer's Price Index (CPI), of

16.6%.. During the five year period, the same data were used -

to calculate an increase in the CPI of 22.9%.

Total average compensation. increased at a rate nearly

equal to or greater than the tobt of living for the five

year period in each of the institutional typbt examined.

However, only'in the nonpublic universities did salary levels

by rank increase at greater than the rate of inflation. Part

of this difference may be attributed to the different base

years used, but an increase in the proportion_of faculty at

-higher ranks,who hold tenure is probably the primary cause for

the difference. In essence this means that individuals may

have been able to keep pace with inflation through promotion

and salary increases, but the average compensation by tank

has lagged somewhat behind,
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An interesting aspect of this table is the differences

found between public annohpublic institutions., In FY1970\1

the average compensation at public universities was higher

than compensationinboth parts of the private sector. By .

1

-1974 private universities caught up with and slitihtly aux.-

passed public universities. Private four-year c011e es still:*
0

pay less,.than,public universities but they. have increa ed

.salaries at a rate slightly faster than in public institutions.

At least when compared with *public institutions these data
.0

show progress toward the objective of the McConnell Commission

to improve salary levels in nonpublic institutions. More

detailed salary data by institution may be found in AppendiX C.

C. Library Expenditures

Library costa have grown, significantly during the past
\

five years. Wynn 1974; p. 205) developed a price index for

library costs using twenty liberal arts colleges. His index

for FY1970 to 1973 was supplemented with a cost per voldme //

analysis in this study to develOO the following fiye_year-
,

index. (Only the index for FY1974 was deveXoped separately

from Wynn's work;)

TABLE IV.3

Price Index for Library Costs, FY1970-FY1974

FY1970 FY1971 FY1972 FY1973 FY1974.

100.60 106.41 113.17. 120.35 128.40

Table IV.4 shows library expehditures 'as a percentage of all

educational expenditures, volumes purchased, volumes held per

52
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Vniversiteat (a141

.TA..3r...z Ty. 4

Avarua Library Excenditures 4 Vajunes Per nudging.
7Y1,70 to FYL374

:Library %ot E a 0 tepeaditurea

Volumes Perchosed pear!

volumes Mild periert

Library Ibeyease/173'

ExpanseA.2Z ii°Comatant $
osyna indax)!

(

$132.37 $3.42.3S
.

ILOt.41

$132.37 3121.77. . 434470 4141.34 $1.40.411-,

/**)/ourVeer Collv es, 912E2,1
e ..... /

1.
Library % at I 4 0 Expenditures $ 3.23 - 3.22 S.= 5.23 L: 5.27

. Volumes Purchased per/FTZ 6.30 4.1.2 7.54 4.21 . 7.75

gplumes Old per/ T2 MIRM 41IMIS .001M VIIMM 133.4!\\'

Library.txpense/PTZ 4147:43 , 4114.44 1L24.24 $1.13.44 $131.34

O
Expense PerIrt La Constant'i 41.47.4, -142.6 vall..53 1t14.52.

(Wynn index)*
4/411.22,

4.24

S. t 4.1J

IAA

4.70

1.41

' 4.07

5.50.

4.34

5.40

442.71 ,472-74

. ,
,

Two -Year colleges: Inll
, . .

. .*
.1

Library Plot 1 & 0 Expenditures : 3.44 3.70 5.L4 7.74 4.42

volunes purchased peselTi 14.43
.

'''.'4.44 is 4.31 7.77 . - 4.14
.

Total volumes/Fri
' ...

. . . 142.37
4 .

.."'... . 4""7 ......

Library Expease/T11 '$124.04 $ 4.3.4 $ !LAO $144.27 $1.71.34
\

z

ispense/rti in Constant $ $124.04. $ 11.47 / 4Lie $133.14 $144.31
. (Wynn index) N ,

1 V , 1

*The TY1374 deflator is estimated from data obtained for this aftity.
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Th.

FTE student,-dand library eXpendituies.per FTE student in

current dollars and in dollars deflated to FY1970 dollars.

These data show that each ty e of institution in the nonpulkic

sector.has been able to iricrea e its constant dolliir library

'expenditures per tudent since 970. lbere'has been a slight
1

debline inthe constant dollar eXpense per studene in.\ uni-

versities and four-year colleges- urin4 the past two yearn,

but bonstant dollar.expense per st dent for FY19741.9 still

above the'level achieved in FY1970e
, .

.Individual institutions within'the nonpubl4 sector of

course Vary in the volumes held per student and .in their'

.

expenditures perlstudent. Also, the n

\

, sary for, an institution may vary with.the\number of stu ents

enrolled (other things being equal, the moreAtudents enrolled

the fewer volumes needed per student nd the academic.pro-

gramupported by the library: Whi e,only site visits and a
1 ,

detailed :analysis of libraryholdings.can determine the quality

of an inclividlial'library, his analysis: shows that on the -

/
/

whole nonpublicinstit4tions in Illinois have been able tar

maintainfi:d.tb4ncrease at a moderate, but steady

er,, of vol s

size of their library 'holdings..

D. PhystcalPlint Expenditures

Table /V.5 displays physicalplant per

FTE student for, three ele eilts of the'private sector and
.

publicublic universities ing the period FY1970 to FY1971.

specific index eloped by Wynn\(1974; p. 167) for plant,
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1*

costs at a liberal arts college was used to calculate con-

stant dollar values for this table.

Table IV.5 shows that both public and nonpublic colleges
7/

and universities have been able to inciease slightly their

real dollar physical plant expenditures per'FTE student during

the past five years. , At the beginning of this period public

institutions apparently spent significantly more than non-
/

public institutions/for plant operations. This gap narrowed

during the past five years but it still exists. The data of

this study are instifficient to demonstrate whether this

difference r6flects actual diffeeences in the amount of service

and goods obtainea yr vagaries in the prices paid or means of

accounting used. The evidence clearly suggests that standaids

have improved in the nonpublic sector, but there may be con-

tinued need for improvement.

E. Growth In Cost Per/FTE Student

The development of perfectly comparable unit cost in-
\

formation within the nonpublic sector and between the non-
.

public and ublic sectors is a task beyond the scope of this

report. A
I

program and vel/of instruction offered, accounting 'ffer-

ences, and di\ fere/nt debt-service burdens make comparing costs
N

extremely dif 3,cult unless a detailed cost study proceduiEe is
,

er of factors including variations in type of

used. However, some comparison of unit costs over time may be

helpful in a study such as this in order to determine the

extent to which institutions have been able to keep pace with

5 6
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inflation or, alternately, have been forced to cut services or

salaries in-order to balance their budgets.

T#ble IV.6 displays growth in average educational expense

per F7 student for three elements of the nonpublic sector

and for public universities over the five year period of this

study. "Educational expense" is defined for the .purposes of

this analyiis to include the expenditure categories:

1. Instruction and departmental research
2. Libraries -
3. Physical plant maintenance and-opdration
4. Other educational.and,geneial expenditures

as defined by the VSOE hIgher Education General Information

Survey. This definition excludes expenditures foe:

1. Organized activities related to educational departments
2. Sponsored research and programs
3. Other separately budgeted research
4. Extension and public service
5. Student aid and auxiliary enterprises

Table tV.6 reveals that nonpublic colleges and universities
/

in Illinois have been .able to keep,pace with inflation during

this five-year span and to some extent haveibeen /able to in-
.

1
crease their real dollar expenditure per student. ,Expen-

ditures per student in public institut ns h ve declined some-

what in deflated dollars during this peri due to increases

in productiity.and the modest increases An tate funds pro-
-.

vided for FY1972 and FY1973. Although a valid irect

NN
'The GNP Implicit Price deflator was used to deflate ePen-
ditures on this table because it provided a full five year -.
index. The price indexes that have been developed spec-
ifically for higher education would show slightly lower real
dollar'costs.
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comparison of cost between sectors could not be made from this

analysis,2 the data generally indicated that public institutions

had significantly more resources per FTE student than private

institutions in FY1970. Because of the trends seen in real

dollar expenditures, it may be concluded that this gap is

now smaller and in some cases may be entirely closed.

F. Indicators of Quality Other Than Expenditure Levels

The general environment of higher education today is

favorable for institutions seeking faculty and unfavorable

for traditional baccalaureate institutions seeking students.

There is an abundance of young Ph.D.'s educated during the

rapid enrollment growth of the 1960's, while population trends

and a shift in student interest away from the liberal arts

have curtailed growth in the number of students seeking

enrollinent. Both of these conditions were found in the

examination of indicators of quality in the, nonpublic sector.

The average percentage of faculty holding an earned

doctorate in nonpublic institutions has increased from 39.5%

in 1969-70 to 48.8% in 1974-75. Since each institution was

weighted equally in the calculation of this average, this

finding suggests that there has been a significant in-

crease in the educational strength of the faculties of

inddpendeni colleges and universities during this period.

2One example of a significant accounting difference is that
fringe benefit costs are not intluded in public university
REGIS reports because they are paid at the state level.
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O

From some perspectives a less promising trend is an in-
./e

crease in the percentage of tenured faculty from 39.2% in

1969 -70 to 51:4% in 1974-75.. This finding is also related

to-the stability of enr intents and the availability of

faculty with the Ph.D. ny.younger faculty members hired

to teach expending enrollments in the 1960's have reached

tenured status, and the stabilization of enrollment has

decreased the availability of new untenured positions. If

the trend continues into the future'some institutions may

encounter difficulty jdapting academic programs to changing.

needs.

Table displays FTE student to FTE faculty ratios

for most private universities and four-year collegei'during

the span-of this study. There has been a slight:decline in

the average of student /faculty ratios over,the five year

period in both colleges and universities. The amount of

decline in four-year institutions is almost insignificant,

but the average decline from a 15.77 ratio to 14.88 in non-
,

public universities represents a significant improvement in

the studeirt/faculty ratio at several institutions. One

strikingaspect of this table is the difference found among

institutions. To a significant extent this may be attributed

to differences in the amount of research performed and the

level of instruction or the type of instruction offered.

However, there is a strong relationship between unusually low

student/faculty ratios and financial distreis. Almost with-
,

out exception four-year institutions with very low student/

60
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faculty ratios fall in the group identified\earlier as in

financial difficulty. One institution in th t category which

strongly reversed a trend toward increasing 4eficits in FY1974

increased its student faculty ratio from 11.55 to 13.10 in

that year. While increasing the ratio of students per

faculty member is not always easy, particularly in a small

institution, the fiscal impact of such a Move is almost

always significant. -_An` increase in the student faculty ratio

from 13.0 to 14.0 increases faculty productivit 7.7%; in

most institutions this would be more than suffi4eni.*ot -

eliminate an annual deficit of 5%

Table IV.8 displays several'indicators of student

quality over the past five years at nonpublic institutions.

Since these data are incomplete (many institutions do not use

or collect all of the data included),'they should 1;!e inter-

preted with caution. The high school rank and ACT scores of

freshmen students in the nonpublic sector have remained

stable, but there has been a decline in the average SAT score

reported and an increase in the percentage of applicants

accepted for admission. The decline in SAT scores i&con-

sistant with a national trend; hence the small decrease seen

here may signify no real change in the relative academic

ability of freshment in the nonpublic sector. li

Tables IV.8 and IV.9 show an increase in the percentage

of applicants admitted at most nonpublic institutions. \This

may indicate that nonpublic institutions have become less

62
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P.

selective in order,,,to maintain enrollments, 'but t1\Ie other

indicators of student quality reviewed above little

change;dilring this period. Quite possibly the academic
4; ,,3/4,44;1

y,./lpability of the applicant pool for private institution is
.. t:.4.

1
'increasing the same tine the absolute number of students

applying is decreasing. }Students whose skills are more \

technical than academic may be finding more suitabl ed-

ucatiOnal opportunities in vocationally oriented in

While student quality may not decline in traditio,- liberal

arts curricula, both public and nonpublic institutions may

find it necessary to diversify their offerings in order to
--

maintain enrollments and meet the needs of students 4n the

r

next generation.
\

Finally, the subjective impression of institutional

administrators must be noted as.the quality,of education in

nonpublic'institutions is considered. While some institutions

report decreases:in faculty to adjust'to declining enrollments

and program modifictions to meet changing student demands,

the vast majority of institutions reported that,the-quality

of services offeredis'stable'or improving. These subjective

impressions' reinforce the findings of this study in almost

every case.
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CHAPTER V

TEE ROLE OF TATE GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
0. N U= I = G . U1 '

Illinois is a natio al leader in state supportfor

\ independent colleges and universities. The Illinois State

Scholarship Commission h s'provided financial aid to students

in private institutions *ince 1958, direct grants for health

education have'been provided since 1969, and direct grants

for undergraduate education haVe been made since 19,7 ,In

this Chapter the growth f these programs their impact

on nonpublic institutional will be examine , and desirable

modifications will be cer4aidered..,'

A. The Illinois State Scholarshio'CoMinissiOn
I.

Since 1958 the Illinois State Scholarship Commission has

provided $210 million in imietary awards to'students in non-
,

public institutions. The number of awards and their dollar
.

value have increased significant1i in the 1170's; at tie
,

current rate of expenditures 4not,er'$210 millivrivill be.
,

. ,

provided in the next five'to six` years.__ (Table Vkl.summarizes

the history of ISSC awards to private higher education ) !

Table .V.2 compares the ISSCiirogram with similar pr

in other states during913-74. Illinois ranked third in

number of award recipients, thirdin the amount of aid provided,

grams

and fourth in scholarihip appropriationt per capita state

population. Among the larger states only 'New York and

Pennsylvania rank above Illinoisin any-of-these-categoric,



Se. TABLE V. I ,

CAPSULE HISTORY OFIONETARY AWARDS BY TYPEANSTITUTJON

Mast ESt1 tes for 197447E)

No. 'Award; % of TotalAward Year

Private 2Yr,
1958 -59-
'1959 -60
1960-61
1961-62
1962-63
1963 -64
1964 --65
1965 -66
1966-67
1967-68
1968-69
1969L70 .
1970-710
1971-72

k 1972-73'
197344*
1974-75
1958 -75'
Pri vai te 41- Yr.\ 1958-59
1950-60
1960-61
1961-62
1962 -63
1963-64
1964-65
1965-66
1966 -67'
1967448
1966-69
1969 -10
1970-71
1971-772
1972-073
1973-74
1974-75
1966-75

111Pijyatt
1958-50
1959-60

,isao-a1
1961-62
1962-63
1963 -64
1964-65
1965-66
1966-67

/ 1967-68
/ 1968-69

1969 -70
1970-71
1971=72
1972-73'
1973 -74'
1974 75'
1958-75'

14
16
12
22
1,2

7
21
40
60

220
533
653,

1.093
1,147

, 2,420
3,194
3,573

13,037

907
1,752
2,366
3,109
2,962
3,136
3,646
5,001
5,471

10,072
16,171
18,603
21,923
2 4,600
26.701.
26,359

199,61
1

921
, 1,768

2,378
3,131
2,974
3,143
3,667

\;5,041
5,531

10,292
16,704
19,256
23,016
25,747
29,121
29.553
30,413

212.656

.96

.61

.34
.49
28
.16
.38
.53
.68

. 1,39,
1.81
1:71
2.26
2.02
3:48

. 4.41
4.58
2.89

62.21
67.18
67.75
68.94
69.37
69.60
66.04
66.76

\' 62.26
63.41
64.98
48.61
45.32
43.24
38.37
36.39
34.37

. 44.20

63.17
, 67.79

68.10 ,

69.42
69.65
62.75
66.42
67.29
62:94
54.80
56.79
50.32
47.58
45.26
41.85
40.79
38.95
47.09

Inciudong riaseitakSchoo4s at Nursing and Allied Hosith Programs

ti

SOURCE: ISSC Report, April, 1975'
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4

Dollars % of Total

S 5,098 .87
5.689
4,710
9.572 . 8
5685,"

.14
.29

11,390,:: .39
22.610 S, 64

,11A

2.16

12375

.
.99
33

6.90
'3176

;1.79

37,750 a
152,637
397,769
616,494 .)

1,054,314
1,085,175
2,018,240'
2,867,433
3,303,700

11,621,026

4C5,182
901.663

1,274,410
1,879.872
1,614,722
1,707,889*
2.445,670
3.586,903
4,817,735
8,747,543

14.872,585
19,568.819
22,492,190
,24,862,845
'28,630,247
30,022.463
31.323,800

-199,034,538

$ 490,280
b07,352

1,27%120
1,689,444,
1.620,407.
1,710,649
2,457,060
3,609,513
4,855,485
8,900,180

15,270.3
20,185,31
23,545.50
25,948,02.
30,668,4
32,889
34,627,5 f, 0

210,655,5.4

.36
,64.80$4.29

; 83.62
j 83.79
I 84.28
84.73.
84.82 .'

1 85:14

1

(805.601

69.29
63.54
58.04

55.03
64:39

83.60 44
84.89
85.11
84.77
83.91
83.92
84.68
85.41
85.49
86.63
82.77
77.46
72.53
66.33
60.03
61.22
61.62
68.15 '

r
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States and Territories with Comparable Scholarihip/Grant Programs Bcsed on Financial Need
s

For Students Attending Highir Public or Private,Institutions

\ 1973.74 Academic Year

State

.16 0 n. 4

Rank ,A Rank Pee Capita S Rank
No. of , Order , Order Appropriation Order.

Enrolled Enrolled Payout Payout BOW on 1970 Per Cap.
Winners Winner Dollars Dollars Population Appro..

California
Colorado
Connecticut
Oe (WON.
Florida.
Illinois

Indiana
Iowa
Kansas '

39.342
4 13,058'

2,953
117

3,151

72,246
13.347

7,207
3,008

Maine 328
Maryland 845
Massachusetts 15,849
Michigan 21,658
MinrWsota 9,705
Missouri 7,489
New Jersey 48,477
New York 273,100
North Dakota 625
Ohio 40,682
Oregon 4,218
Pennsylvania 106,474
Rhode Island 2,490
South Carolina 3,284
Tennessee 3.888
Texas . , 10,002
Vermont 3,972
Virgin Islands 372
Virginia 195
Washington 4,422
West Virginia 1,649
Wisconsin ,20.720

Grand Totals 733.569

6'
11

23
31

21

3
10

'31.338,543
, 5,875,1134

1,763400
72,553'

3,5:37,400
53,720,059
9,095,404

4
12

23
30
15

3
10 .

31.57
2.66

.13

.52
4.84.
1.75

145
7 .

21

29
33
4

12
15 6,214,570 2.20
22 2,476,586 19 1.10 18 ,

19 183,217 28 .18 28
27 327,300 28 ' .08 30
9 9.498.350 9 1.67 13

7 16,578,425 7 1.87 11,

13 5.699.858 13 1.50 16
14 3,299,005 17 .71 20

. 5 25,357,431 5 3.54 -5
1 78,000.000 1 4.29

26 .. 144,708, 29 .23
4 6,700,000 1.57 14.15 1

17 1,823,326 22/ . .87 19

2. 63,63%614 2 5.40 - '

20
24 2 21

15
2.04
1.40

10

17
19 20 .55
12 5.000.000 14 .48 24
18 2,525,125 18 5.68 1

28 317,635 27 3
30 53,585 31 Al 31

15 1.400,000 24 .41 25
25 500,000 25 '.29 . 26
8 ' 11.085,734 8 2.51 8'

/- 364,204.424 / ' - 2.19 01100

Five states and one territory (Alabama. Alaska, Arizona. Guam. Hawaii, and Louisiana) do not qavir such programs
and therefore do not qualify for assistance from the federally funded State Student Incentive Grant Program, which

began in 1974. The remaining states' programs were funded but nag operational in the fall of 1974.

Source: ISSC Report, April 1975.



and the Average monetary award per student in Illinois was

$458 higher than in New York and $146 higher than in

Pennsylvania.

Two of the important functions of the ISSC program =-\\v

assisting financially needy students and reducing the effedt ve

price of attending a private institution -- have been discuss

at length in Chapter III., A third factor, combined with these

two, suggests that the ISSC program should continue to be the

most important single vehicle for state assistance to nonpublic

institutions.. Because ISSC support is channeled through the

student rathr than directly to. the institution,' and because \\
-

-

it is based, --on financial need, it has been possible for the

state to provide substantial support to nonpublic institutions

without the burden of extensive administrative mechanisms to

assure accountability.

Several adjustments in the ISSC program have been pro-
.

posed during the-course of this study. Some have proposed

raising the maximum award from $1,350 (as it stands for FY1975

to $2,000. ''The ISSC requetted and the Board of Higher Ed-

ucation recommended an increase in the maximum award to

$1,500 for FY1976 in order to bring the maximum up to 65%

of the weighted average tuition in private institutions. In

view of the financial stability this studli has found in most

nonpublic institutions, an increase to $1,500 appears adequate

to meet the inflationary pressures of the past year. However,
.

_

the future impact of inflation on costs and tuition levels in

69
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the private sector should be carefully moritored, and adjust-

ments in.the ISSC maximum award should,be made accordingly.

Others have proposed-adjustments in ISSC policies (z)

provide more flexible grants for students enrolled moray than

half-time but leis than full-time and to award grants/it the

level-of need, thus eliminating the practice of providing

grants to the highest Multiple of $150.below assessed need.

The-ISSC-4s -already moved toward the latter objec ve by

proposing to make grants in $ 0 increments. Both 0 these
proposals 2..e desirable as po icy matters; the ISBC is urged

to explore;every feasible me ns for implementing them.
B. Health Grants

- Since

grants for

19/0 the State o Illinois has provided direct

both operating g1nd capital expenses in heAlth

programs it private instit tions. Although mar, of these
.

grants go to free-standing professional school, a substantial

portion suOports programs in the four-year colileges and

universities of this study) Private colleges/and universities
received $44 million in c -rating grants frOM this program

1in'FY1974, and a t al of $ 4.0 million in orrating.grants

during the past five years. These programs are treated at

length in a separate portion f the Master Plan-Phase IV.



C. he Illinois Financial Assistance Act

In 1971 the General Assembly passed the Illinois Fin-

ancial Agsistance Act which provides direct grants to

independent colleges and universities based upon the number

of Illinois residents enrolled frill-time in undergraduate

programs. As originally passed by the General Assembly, this

program provided grants of $100 for every ISSC awardee

enrolled as a full-time -.7:.ishman or sophomore and $200 for

every 'Illinois resident who is enrolled full-time as an upper-

division student. Subsequent legislative changes in 1974

provided grants of $100 for all Illinois residents enrolled

full-time as a freshman or sophomore. For each fiscal year

1972 through 1975, $6.0 million was appropriated for this pro- .

grad. The change in the formula passed in 1974 requires

additional funds to achieve full fundingt_and $7.2 million

was recommended by the Illinois Board .of Higher Education

for FY1976.
a

The direct grants of this program were proposed by the

McConnell Commission to provide a financial cushion which

would allow private institutions to improve f'culty Salaries,

libraries, physical plants, and other aspects of their pro-
.

gram. Although there are no restrictions on these grants, the

evidence of this study shows that significant progress has

been made toward these objectives. Duringthis period the

direct grants have-le come an important component in the

financial base of Illinois' private colleges and universities.

71
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While itis strongly recommended that the ISSC continue to

be the principal means of state support, the direct grant

program should be continued and increased to the extent

warranted by cost inflation in the nonpublic sector.

An additional change in the formula is recommended which

will require some growth in the grant program. Currently

grants are provided only for full-time student* at the under-

graduate level who are Illinois resident*. The emphasis on

undergraduate education and Illinois resijdents should continue.

However, increasing numbers of students are attending college

on a part-time basis; the contribution of nonpublic in-

stitutions'to the education of these students should be

recognized in the grant formula.

There'are several technical problems and policy issues

involved in this proposal. First, there appears to be sub-
,

stantial variation in the practice of classifying part-time

students in private institutions. In the fall of 1974,

private institutions reported 4,639 FTE part-time students

at the undergraduate level and 3,042 FTE unclassified part-

time students. However, some institutions report all

part-time students as unclassified; others classify all

part-time students as graduates or undergraduates. Second,

an analysis performed as part of this study revealed that the

average credit hour load of a full-time student in private

institutions is 15 credit hours, while the overall average .

credit hour load of one FTE part-time student as calculated

by most institutions is 12 credit hours. A consistent method

72
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of classifying part-time students and a procedure which

equalizes support for full-time and part-time students must

be developed. Finally, there is a need to develop.pracedures

to assure that support for part-time students does not pro-

vide significant public subsidies for activities which should

/--
rightfully be supported entirely by the student. Such

activities include leisure-time study, recreational courses,

and other study which would normally be classified as non-
.

degree credit.

Basing the direct grant program on full-time equivalent

students will provide a more equitable distribution of funds

and require an increase in the total grant .program to

approximately $8.0 million in FY1977 at a funding level of $100

for lower division students and $200 for upper division students.

An-increase on this scale is warranted by cost inflation since

the inception of the program in FY1972. In subsequent Years

the level of grants should be permitted to increase above $100

and $200 to offset inflationary increases in cost.

73
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D. The Extent of State Assistance 5o NOnpublic-Institutions.

Table V.3 displays the growth of tbe'ISSC awards op- 4_

(7

:" I

.

erating grants for health programs, and direct assistance

grants to nonpublic institutions during the per od-FY1970 to

FY1976. Table V.4 shows the extent to whic direct assistance

grants and ISSC awards supported the total educational and

general expenses of individual institutions in FY19I4. From

these tableslit is clear that the assistance' provided by the
O

State of Illinois is a critical element of the financial base of

most indepehdent colleges and universities. State assistance.

has reached a level which should be sufficient to maintain the

strength of the nonpublic sector, provided that moderate

increases to meet inflationary costs are supplied in the years

ahead.

0
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TABLE V.4

ILLINOIS FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE ACT GRANTS AND ISSC AWARDS
AS A PERCENTAGE OF AL EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL

EXPENDITURES AT NONPUBLIC INSTITUTIONS IN ILLINOIS

STATE
GRANT .

FY1974
INSTITUTION NAME ($000)

ISSC
TOTAL
FY1974
($000)

ISSC
'PLUS -

STATE
GRANT
FY1974

STATE*
AID %
OF E$G
EXPENSE

Bradley University $ 394 $1,829 $2,223,000 20.87

DePaul University 545 .3,066 3,611,000 24.42

Illinois Institute of Tech. 185 877 1,0624000 7.73
Illinois Wesleyan University 190 1,086 1,276,000 24.64

Lewis University 229 1,220' 1,449,000 31.80

Loyola University 658 3,420 44078,000 11.96

Millikin University 151 804 955,000 23.63

Northwesterft University 303 1,488 1,791,000 2.12

Roosevelt University 293 1,818 ,2,111,000 19.98

Chicago, University of. 95 451 546,000 0.52

Augustana College 237 1,243 1,480,000 27.33

Aurora College 72 380 452,000 22.01

Beret College 43 185 228,000 12.62

Blackburn College 50 314 364,000 32.84

College of St. Francis 73 300 373,000 22.38

Columbia College . 70 462 532,000 31.84

Concordia Teachers-College . 40 128 168,000 5.22

Elmhurst College 189 921 1,110,000 28.44

Eureka College' , 52 270 322,000 27.82

George Williams College 55 309 364,D00 .14.76

Greenville College 56 334 390,000 20.73

Illinois College 74 317 391,000 26.65

Jution College 134

Knox College , . 113 667 780,000 17.08

Lake Forest' College 41 158 199,000 4.93

MacMurray Colle 73 481 554,000 22.74

McXendree Collet 342 402,000 31.82

Monmouth College 85 427 512,000 18.77

Mundelein College. 96 468 564,000 21.18

National Collegeof Ed.Main Campus 72 435 507,000 12.37

North Central College 92' 401 493,000 21.06

North Park College 4 Theol.Sem. 79 382 461,000 15.03

Olivet Nazarene College,
, 83 352 435,000 15.03

National College of Ed. Urban .

Quincy College, 140 824 964,000 36.06

Rosary College 81 398 479,000 17.79

Shimer'College 10 60 70,000 "9.77

Illinois Benedictine College' 5 528 623,000 20.48

St. Xavier College 111 676 787,000 33.43

Trinity Christian College 0 144 144,000 18.62

Trinity College
Wheaton College 0 ' 235 235,000 3.76

Central YMCA Cmty. College 76- 1,445 1;521,000, 9.14
FIlician College 1 9 10,000 3.38

Kendall College 15 - 176 191;000 19.31

Lincoln College 17 180 197,000 15.06

MacCormac College 10 114 124,000 39.74

Mallinckrodt College 3

Springfield College in Ill. 6 132 138,000 19.44

*These iercentages do not include health grants. At two or three
institutions these grants significantly increase the percentage of
expenditure supported by state funds.
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CHAPTER VI

THE FUTURE FOR NONPUBLIC. HIGHER EDUCATION IN ILLINOIS,

Earlier chapters have dqmonstrated that on the whole the

nonpublic sector is a vital, healthy component of higher ed-
.

1.

.

ucation in Illinois. Itd vitality is due to the initiative

and energy.of nonpublic institutions, to-the generosity of

pits /ate individuals,- and in no small measure to the state

support provided through ISSC financial aid programs and var-

ious direct grant programs. The increases in state support

for nonpublic institutions over the past five years came be-
.

cause legislators, governors, and the Board of Higher Ed.

ucation recognized the substantial public interest in.Main-
,

tainin \ the viability

.

of independent colleges and universities.

While the evidence indicates that past efforts have

succeeded in providing the support required to sustain

private institutions, there is nothing'to indicate that non-
,

public institutions can continue to function effectively

without growth in state funds to meet inflationary cost

increases and to maintain and improve their services. State

assistance is a substantial component of the revenues of

nearly every nonpublic
institution; it must keep pace with

rising costs if the nonpublic sector is to maintain its level

of service.
. .

'Although continued financial support, from the state is

essential, the survey of private college and university

presidents suggests that another area of concern may be even

more critical to the well-being of private institutions.

Virtually every
president responding to the survey expressed

77
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concern that private. institutions may be forced to absorb a

disproportionate share of the enrollment losses projected

nationally for higher education.in the coming decade. Ix

view of this concern a closer look at enrollment projections

for Illinois is in order.

Figure VI.1 displays degree credit enrollment projections

through 1990 developed by the Board of Higher EdUcation staff.

These projections are based upon'population projections and

estimated participation rates. It is apparant from these
:0

projectiohs that totalenrollment should increase until 1981

and then decline slowly by 1990 to a level somewhat between

the 1975 enrollment and the 1981 peak. However,, an apparent

shift in student interest away from traditional baccalaureate

curricula (and a 'concomitant growth in the enrollment of older

students in general studies courses in community colleges)

suggests that the overall enrollment projections may well be

too optimistic for private liberal arts colleges.

Figure VI.2 displays enrollment proiections,by type of

program for the same fifteen year period. This figure

indicates that baccalaureate and occupational curricula

should experience a decline in enrollment beginning in 1081

and continuing by 1990 to a level below that of 1975. When

baccalaureate enrollment alone is considered, enrollments

should be stable, rather than increasing, to 1981 and the

extent of decline to 1990 will probably be greater. (State

of Illinois Board of,Higher Education, Master Plan-Phase IV

.7d
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I

2
!

I

.

Staff Report on Enrollment.Projectio, April, 1975).

The implications of these projectio4/for,individuol
_ - 1/ .

institutions are Olear: 'ConseqUently,.* most vital,

aggressive institutions are casting eb,i1/ut for new student

,....markets by developing new curricula and by'seeking :ways of

providing servicet'tC expanded constituencies. Aithougy,;

, \

there issomething commend in the initiative shownj:p,

by public universities Seeking, to establish upper-division

programs on community college campuses or attempting t

develop graduate programs in the Chicago area, these of orts .

,

j will not serve the public interest if they duplicate existing

programs in the Ronpublic sector. Needless incursions, on

I the enrollment base of nonpublic institutions thr)eaten their
3

-

viability' and retire unnecessary expenditures of public funds.
,

'Mo;Tiver, if such duplication is not restrained, the conf acts

\ which will inevitably arise over "territorial rights" COu a

well prove damaging;to all of higher education, both pUtD4c

,
1nd private. (.
1

In addition to the need to protect eNeting source of.

erollment, nonpublic institutions\should also be able tit)

cpmpet.g_on equal terms for new studs. As a minimum this
I

-
requires that financial aid through ISSC and other iourCes

continue to be sufficient to offset the "tuition gap" for-needy

,students. It also requires that emerging as well as existing

prOgrams in the nonpublic sector be considered in the Board

of Higher Education's review of new, program reqUests.
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For 'these reasons the Hoard of Higher EduZation should

more fully integrate the programs and services of the non-

public sector intoits consideration of the needs of higher

education Illinois. New. program itoposals shodld be

approv'd only if compelling need and the unavailability of

the program in both public and nonpublic institutions are .

demonstrated./ Moreover, existing duplication of services

should be elliminated wherever, possible by encouraging sharing

of facilities and cooperative use of faculty,reiources. Cdh=

tractual arrangements such as those involving community

colleges and certain private.institutions may be desirable'

at ter locations, and similar contracts could be developed

to provide for shared faculty appointments, graduate libraries,
,

or other resources. Although cooperative arrangementsicannot

solve every problem, interinstitutional cooperation may

help resolve some of the more difficult territorial disputest

A gfeater flow of information and. communication from

independent colleges and universities: too the Board of Higher.

Education is necessary td avoid unleceseary ddplication of

services and to achiel.;6 increased coordination of effort

between public' and nonpublic institutions. In Minnesota the

state coaydinating agency routinely'receil,res and makes

Fecommendations concerning new progrard propOsals in non-
.

public institutions. 'A mechenisn this formal and,:to'some

perhaps, t

cedures'

1.eatening may not be necessary, but routine pro

providing program as well as financial inforthation

82
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frot nonpublic insti4tions to the Board of Higher Education

Would help the Board 1onsider fully all sectors of higher

eddcation in its deciisions. Such procedures can, also

.

.provide useful guidace for nonpublic institutions considering

new program devOlopment'or the evaluation of egisting programs.

Orderly growth in state financial support for nonpublic

institutions and the coordination of program development in

---4-1a-of higher education should/be sufficient to assure the

contintled viability of most independent colleges and uni-

versities. Howiyer, this study has revealed some institutions

which have accumulated significant deficits despite growth

in state assistance. Their location, declining demand for

their academiC curricula, and ,a host-of related factors con

tribute ta:iheir financial difficulties. Moderate or even

large increases is state assistance would, not be sufficient

to\ eliminate

increases in

toTolve the financial problems of all these instituions,

thelsize of the increase required would far exceed the needs

of-tine nonpublic sector as a whole as well as impoie an un-
ti

due burden on the taxpayer.

the deficits in all of these institutions. If

the current per student formulas were designed

It is certainly possible that a few of these institutions

may not survive the next ten years, but a judicious mod-

ification
1

of curricular and administrative practices, slightly

increased student/faculty ratios, and/or the developMent of

8 3
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cooperative programs with public community colleges or other
.! 1

institutions could provide !sufficient eso rtes to preserve

them all. Tire is a strong case for publi participation in
,

such efforts to Loeserve these institutions, but if govern-

/

ment assumes the ]!ion's share of the rsponsiility for

maintaining a nonp4blic college its identity a an independent
i

institution is jeopardized. Strong institution 1 initiative

\ 1

I is solutely essential if these'_ institutions arse to recover
\

i

I inancial stability. \

.

/
;

1/
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APPENDIX A

NONPUBLIC INSTITUTIONS IN ILLINOIS

Private Senior Universities

Bradley University
DePaul University
Illinois Institute of Technology
Illinois Wesleyan Uniirersity
Lewis University
Loyola University of Chicago
Millikin University
Northwestern University
Roosevelt University r,

The University of Chicagy

Private Senior Colleges

Augustan& College
Aurora College
Beret College
Blackburn College
College of St. Francis
Columbia College
Concordia Teachers College
DeLourdes College'
ElmhUrst College
Eureka College
George Williams College
Greenville College
Illinois Benedictine College
Illinois College
Judson College
Knox College
Lake Forest College
McKendree College
Macqurray College
Midwest College of Engineering
Monmouth College
Mundelein College
National College of Education
National College of Education

Urban Campus
north Central College
North Park College
Olivet Nazarene College'
Parks College of Aeronautical

Technblogy of St. Louis
Princioia College
Quincy College

85
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Private Senior Colleges (continued)

Rockford College
Rosary College
Saint Xavier College"
Shimer College
Spertus College of Judaica
Trinity Christian College
Trinity College
Wheaton.College

rf

Private Junior Colleges

Cental YMCA Community College
Chicago Technical College
FeliCian College
Kendall College
Lincoln College
MacCormac College
Mallinckrodt College .

Springfield College in Illinois

Private Professional Schools

Chicago College of Osteopathy
Chicago-Kent College of Law
The Chicago Medical School
Illinois College of Optometry
Illinois College. of Podiatric Medicine
John Marshall Law School
National College of Chiropractic
Rush-Presbyterian-St. Lgke's
Medical Center

1

11.

Other i,;:ivate Institutions A

Aero-Space Institute
American Academy of Art
American Conservatory of Music
Chicago Academy of Fine Arts
Chicago Conservatory College
DeVry Institute of Technology
School of the Art Institute of Chicago
Sherwood Music School
VanderCook College of Music
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Theological Schools

:.%..suit School of Theology (Bellarmine)
Bethany Theological Seminary
Catholic Theological Union
Chicago Theological Seminary
Concordia Theological Seminary
Garrett-Evangelical Theological Seminary
Hebrew Theological College
Lincoln Christian College
Lutheran School of Theology at Chicago
McCormick Theological Seminary
Meadville Theological School
MoodyBible Institute
NOithern Baptist Theological Seminary
Saint Mary of the Lake Seminary
Seabury-Western Theological Seminary

Ul
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APPENDIX B

Procedures of the Study

An important objective of this study was to obtain the

best available information concerning nonpublic higher ed-

ucation in Illinois without imposing an impossible burden of

data gathering-upon individual institutions.- For these

reasons the bulk of the data used in the study came from
4

existing'reports. A questionnaire was designed to obtain

information unavailable fromsexisting sources.

The source of financial data used was the USOE's Higher

Education General Information Survey (REGIS). These surveys

were obtained on magnetic tape through Systems Research, Inc.,

the consulting firm which provided much of the computer'soft-

ware utilized. The data contained on the tape were verified

through a systematic examination of the REGIS forms submitted

by institutions through 44e IBM. Very few errors were

found in the verification process.

All of the sources of data reviewed are listed in the

following copy of the questionnaire sent to private institutions.
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DONALD M. PRINCE
Chairman

Dear President:.

State of Illinois
BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION

sal MUCH ISUZLDDIG
In SOUTH TOTH STREET

SPIUNGTIELD. ILLINOIS eNts
(217) MOM .

`'March 14, 1975
JAMES ?1. FU?MAN

Executive Director

We wrote to you last fall about our intent as part of Master
Plan Phase IV to_update the study of private higher education
conducted by the McConnell Commission five years ago. We are
writing now to request your cooperation in the data-gathering
phase of that effort:

As indicated earlier, we have worked to obtain as much data
as possible from existing sources rather thin impose a lengthy
questionnaire on private institutions; Attachment A to this
letter is a list of data..we have obtained and intend to use..
If, to your knowledge, data on this list contain systematic
errors or in some way misrepresent conditions at your institution
we would be grateful for a letter indicating where errors or
misrepresentations occur and how we might correct the data base.
We are keenly aware of the limitations as well as the strengths
of quantitative data analysis, and we want to minimize these

.limitations to the extent possible in this study.

Attachment B is a brief questionnaire which has been written
with the guidance of the Board's Nonpublic Advisory CoMmitteeto obtain data unavailable from other sources and to provide
specific information needed for the Advisory Committee's con-sideration of proposed modifications to the Illinois FinancialAssistance Act. We hope you and your staff will be able to givethis questionnaire promptovcareful attention. In order to ex-pedite the completion of bAr study we request that you respond
co the questionnaire;bY Mich 31, 1975. If unavoidable cir-
cumstances'delay your response please call Dr. Paul Lingenfelterof our staff (217/782-3632) to help Us plan accordingly.

In addition to the questionnaire response, we would be pleased
to receive any long-range planning' documents you now have onfile and any suggestions you may have for improving our study.

-/



Page 2

Much of the data used in this study is already in tfie public
domain and certain data elements may be published in an appendix
to the study. If you wish certain data (particularly responses
to the questionnaire) to be kept confidential please contact

. .

Dr. Lingenfelter. We do not intend to publish detailed analyses
of individual institptions, but we will provide an institutional
profile for your private use which will compare data for your
college with statewide averages.

We realize that several members of your staff are likely to
,complete various parts of. this questionnaire. However, particularly
because the open-ended questions in the final section require

. significant personal judgment, we ask that you, the chief
executive officer of your institution, review yo%;r institution's
response and indicate your approval on the final page.

Thank you very much for your cooperation in this effort.,
We will report our progress td you as the study proceeds.

Sincerely,

Richard D. Wagner
Depqty Director
Financial Planning and Analysis

Enclosures

4
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ATTACHMENT A 0

Sources of Data to be Used in the
Board of Higher Eduntlon Study of Private Higher

Education in Illinois

Please review this list and comment if tg yOur knowledge
these sources contain specific errors or misleading data
pertaining to your insti+'tion.

I. AAUP Faculty Compensation Studiei

Number of full-tirie faculty, 1970-71,'1973-74.
. Average compensationby rank, 1970-71, 1973-74.

C. Percentage of compensation allocated to fringe
7----benefits,J970-71, 1973-74.
1 N.

II. REGIS Reports

4. Financial Data, Fiscal Years 1970 to 1974.

rt/)O...... ffice of Civil Richts Reports on Minority. Enrollments

A. Minority enrollments, Fall 1974 amass published in the
Chronicle of Higher Education,

IV. Froehlich Enrollment Reports, University of Illinois

.A. FTE enrollment by level of instruction, Fall 1969
to Falr1972.

V. ISSC Annual Reports

A. Awards to students, number and amount.
B. Family income of awardees.
C. Tuition.
D. Total student costs.,

VI. Higher Education Facilities. Commissions Inventory

A. Available square footage.
-

B. Condition of \space.

VII. Board of Higher Education Files

A. Grants from the Illinois Financial Assistance Act.
S. Number of full-time Illinois resident undergraduate

students.
C. Spaceisurvey.
D. Enrollment data, _Fall:- 1573,- Fall 1974.
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ATTACIU.1ENT B

)

1.

ti

Questionnaiie for Private Institutions

Tile following brief questionna!re haerbeen prepared to supple-
ment the data we have obtained from other sources.---Wew-*E---
the questions request numerical data from your files. We ask
that actual records be used to answer these wherever possible;
if actual data are not available please provide estimated data
marked with an asterisle..M.

The final series of, open-ended quest ns is intended to acquire
information which'cannq, readily 4e obtained in quantitative

form. Please feel free to reipond as expansively or as briefly
as maybe necessary to convey-an accurate representation of the
financial and academic condition of your institution:° Aesponses
to these questions may be written on separate pages if you so
desire.

/f you wish to discuss specific cohditioni at your institution
at greater length or to ask questiorisregarding this questionnaire
or the study in general, please contact Dr.. Paul E. Lingenfelter
at 217/782-3632.

Please return the questionnaire and any supplementary documents
in the enclosed envelope by March 31. If unavoidable circum-
stances delay your reply please call Dr. Lingenfelter to help
us plan accordingly.

Thank you very much for your cooperation. Wd appreciate the
effort your response will require."

0

4 4
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I. Faculty Characteristic!
0

A. How many full-time-equivalent instructional faculty (e* luding
medical and dental school faculty) were employed by yo insti-
tution during the fis 1 years listed? Please include all .

faculty at every ley of instruction. 41na-FTE facult should A
be defined in 'keepi g with your institutional policies overing
the workload of a 111-time professor. Administrators bove
the department c irman level who teach should be considered
part-time faculty and weighted according to their cours load.
Faculty membersi-whosa t.me is divided between teachtng d 222T.
sore d research should be counted Only to the extent of t eir
instructional load. FUll-time faculty members whoseoitim is

divided between teaching and institutionally funded rese rchire
considered fulr6time teachint faculty. Mark any estimat d Lumbers
with an asterisk (*).

1969-70 1970-71 1971-72 1972-73 197374, 1.974-75.

Number of
. FTE facultya -m-----

B. What,percePtage of your instructional faculty me ers (both full=
. ,

1 time and part -time excluding full -time administrators) had an
earned doctorate during the academic year 1969 -70? %.' .What
percentage currently hold an earned doctorate? %.,

C. What. percentage of your full-time instructional faculty had tenure
in 1969-70? 7.. What percentage of your full-time instruc-
tional faculty now have tenure? %.

D. What percentage of your faculty and other professional staff con-
.

tribute 'their services to your institution? %. Please AL
estimate the total value of faculty and administrative serviceir
contributed to your institutionain the; academic year 1973-74.
$

tt

How.have contributed services been tiiiiidon your REGIS reports?

1) Estimated value counted as revenue and expense?
2) Not Considered as revenue or expense.
3) Other 6lease explain)..

II. Student Characteristics

A. Please complete the following table of information concerning
'undergraduate apolications (both transfer and freshman) for
the fall terms listed. Actual data from your files is requested
whenever possible. If only estimates are available, please mark
each estimate with an asterisk (*).,

0
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Nu er of fully

c pleted
ations

Number of
admissiona

Number of
admissions who
enrolled

Undergraduate! Apoticattons

Fall Fall i Fall Fall

1969 1970 I.. 1971 ' 1972

Number of qualified
applicants denied
admission because
space was:unavail-
able_

Fall Fall
1973 1974,

A

F 1 I 4

B. Please provide an acaclamic profile of your-eaterini freshman

class for years listed-below. ,

/

1212/olro-.71 1271-72, 19'12-73 1973-741974-75

Median high school class
standing (percentile rank*
in class, e.g., 72 pei-
centile)

Mean ACT score
,

Mean-SAT verbal

Mean Skemaih

c If.data are unavailable in this form plekse respond to the

following: \

_
What trends haVe you seen ih the academic qualifications of rout

freshman students ovett.,the past five yeart7 (Academic quali

cation should be defined in terms of aptitude test scores an

high school grades.) Please circle.
.4'

-3 0 H 41. . 42

Significantly Weaker $,lightly No Slightlys Stronger Sig ific ntly

Weaker 1 Weaker Change Stronger Strong r, "
. r

Please enclose copies of available profile data which 4o4ument

your assessment.

a

,/

Fr

9 4
4

N14.tt

. ;
'-91-

7,4



,

C. Please provida'an unduplicated ;aunt of federal grant and loan
recipients and the dollar value of awards in these programs at
your institution over the pastfivefiseal years. The Fiscal-
Operations Report required by NEW should be the priiary source'
of data.

\

Cl. Federal Aid to. Onderesaduate Students

_
, ,

i

t \

1969 -70, 1970 -71 7197112 197771:_.1.27.4.17A

\
t,

Unduplicated number of \

reci ants (estimate if '

..

.....1_____ necass ry) - (#)

Col Work Study funds
(federal *hare)

es
LEL Im,

BOG (estimated) granti;EOG
grants, SEOG grants, trainee- %

ships, fellowships, and other
federal grants

Dollar value of NDSL d

3

1 :111! L11
otherqederalloans g anted4'4

. $ $

TOtal.Value of/federa °

dent aid to undergrad tes

C2. Federal Aid

1411

'W.4.?A$A2t1U

iundqplitated nt.mber. f

recipients (estimate
Necessary)

College Work Study f
(federalsshare)

Traineeships; fellows
and other federal gra

Dollar value.of NDSL
other fe4eral loids g

Totil value of faders
dent aikto graduate

__dents,

n 0

to

1971-72 1972-73

Lmoirmwom laftwal L.7, $

anted S

l=tub

t, t .

Il

11...

'C3. Total Va uh of Federal Studedc Aid (sum of to4l'aid
unde5gra uates and graduate Sit'its),

1969-70 1 0 1 *1971-72 1'972-73

1:2

-92- ?
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Libra Red ces'

A. What is the current number of volumes (include books, micro-
films, microfiche, period cals, records, etc.'as defined in

HEGIS reports) in your brary?

B. What have been your e enditures for new acquisitions Over the

past five fiscal yea s?

/ 1969-70 1970-la ?71-72 1972-73' 1973-74

,

C. How many volumes (as <afined a ove) have you acquired over .the

past five fiscal year ?

197/-71969-70. <1970-71

IV. Enrollment ectioni

1972-73 ' . 1973-74'

A.' What it your best estimates of total FTEtent011ment.at your

institution for the coming fivekyears?

FTC. students ,,

Headcount
'students

4-,

o

' 1975-76 1976-77 1977-78 197/8-770

_____

,611MMWii MJ=1

B. Do you anticipate significant: shifts ili the 'composition of your-,

student body (e.;.10toportion of graduate Students-, offacempuc..

students, part-time students, etc.)? If so; please describe the

.
changes you anticipate.' -,....,

V. Definitions of Studentl

The Hon.Pub Advisory Committee' is e%piqring possible modifications

of the Finan 1 Assistance Act to include Mate' grants for' part -time

students and aduate students. The following questions have been

writtan top vide uired for their study.
.. ., .

A. Please p vide ,a compliete statement describing the method your

institut on uses to calculate fuil-tide-equivalent enrollment '.

for repotting puiposes. Include the policies used to claisify
part-time students'ina specific leval of instruction or as

unclassified studut1. Finally; please proyide the following
data for. Fall' 1974 `enrollments as reported in.the Illinois Board

of Higher Education enrollment survey.
./

9 6
:4
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... Freshmen

Sophomores"

Juniors

Seniors,

Utclassif

Gate I

Professional

Graduate II

Full-Time Credit Hours* Part-Time Credit Hours FTE
Student Elected Students Elected Students_,...

B. Please indicate the number of.Illinp residents and the FTE
value of their enrollments in th ollowing categories.

Freshmen

Sophomores

Juniors

Seniors

Unclassified

Graduate I

Professional

Graduate II

`Full-Time Students Part-Time Students FTE Students

*Use your institutional definition of credit-hour-equivalencyircrediV
hours a:e not used in institutional records.

94
97
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VI. General Financial Condition (use separate pages if necessary)

A. Please comment on significant favorable factors affecting the
future financial health of your institution.

B. Please comment on significant unfavorable factors affecting the
future financial health of your institution.

C. Have actual plans for new programs been cut back,"postponed, or
permanently set aside for financial reasons during the past five
years? If so, please explain. .

.

D. Has your financial condition forced you significantly to modify
or eliminate departments, programs, administrative positions,
faculty positions, or other aspects of your educational program?
If so, please provide details concerning the source of the dif-
ficulty, the actions taken, and the reasons the actions were
taken.

98
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E. To what extent have financial conditions influenced the quality
or scope of your academic program during the past five :tzars?
Please give specific examples whenever possible.

,F. What actions have been taken at your institution to reallcicate
resources; increase productivity, or reduce expenditures which
have not previously been mentioned?

G. Please describe briefly any specific new programs which have
been'developed during the past few years at your institution.
Include programs which depart from traditional curricula or
which provide instruction at locations other than your home
campus.

H. Do you have specific or general comments to add which will
help convey the current fiscal condition of your institution

, and its financial and education prospects?

99
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7 -

.. Name of Institution

Primary Respondent
/

Title

a.

Telephone Number
N

r

I have reviewed and approve the, responses to
questions in this document.

President or Chief Executive Officer

.t.

Please send your responses and supporting documents to:

Paul E. Lingenfelter
Assistant Director, Financial Analysis and Planning
Illinois Board 'of Higher Education
119 South Fifth Street
Springfield, Illinois 62701

100

97
r

BHE 2/7/75

1



Statistical T

Appendix

from the data

data for many

Table C.

.1111111111

APPENDIX C

ables

C contains several statistical tables dev3loped

of this study. These tables provide backup

of the sUmmarytables reported in the text.
.

1 Fall FTE Enrollment in Nonpublic Institutions,
1969 to 1973

Table C.2 Fall FTE Enrollment in Public Institutions
19'69 to 1973

Table C.3 Faculty Compensation in Illinois Colleges
and Universities

. A. FY1970 and FY1971
B. FY1974

Tible C.4 Faculty Compensation Growth by Institutibn

A. Private and Public Universities
B. Private Colleges

Table' .5 Faculty Compensation in Illinois by Level of-
Institutional Complexity and Sector

Table C.6 TOtit/ Federal Aid to Students, FY1970-FY1974:
-Private Colleges and Universities

101
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